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COMPLETION OF DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

AND PUBLIC HEARING

Lead Agency: William A. Johnson, Jr., Mayor
City of Rochester
30 Church Street                                                                                              
Rochester, NY 14614

Date: September 10, 2005    

This notice is issued pursuant to Article 8 of the NYS Environmental Conservation Law (State Environmental Quality Review
Act) and Chapter 48 of the Rochester Municipal Code (Environmental Review).  A Draft Generic Environmental Impact
Statement (DGEIS) has been completed and accepted for the proposed action described below.  The DGEIS provides an in-
depth report on the proposed action and its potential impacts on the environment.   Written comments on the DGEIS are
requested and will be accepted by the contact person until 5:00 p.m. on October 11,  2005.  Comments on the DGEIS will also
be received at a public hearing to be held by the Rochester Environmental Commission on Tuesday, September 27, 2005 at 6:30
p.m. in City Council Chambers, City Hall, Room 302-A, 30 Church Street.  

Name of Action: Municipal Code Amendments: Lead Poisoning Prevention

Type of Action: Unlisted

Description of Action: The City of Rochester is proposing to amend its municipal code to provide for the identification,
reduction and control of hazards due to the presence of deteriorated lead-based paint in/on pre-1978 structures, in order to
protect residents from exposure and reduce the incidence of lead poisoning.

Potential Environmental Impacts:  Potential adverse environmental impacts could result from the proposed action which may
affect the community and its character, including: a reduced supply of affordable housing; depressed property values; increased
numbers of vacant residential properties; and the impairment of the character or quality of important historic or architectural
properties.

DGEIS Availability: Copies of the DGEIS are available for review at the following locations:
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City Hall, Rm 300-A
30 Church Street
Rochester, NY 14614

2. Rochester Public Library: Central Library and
Branch Libraries 

3.   City NET Offices

4.  City of Rochester website: 
     www.cityofrochester.gov
     Click on “Your Government”
     Click on “What’s New”
     Click on “ DGEIS Lead Poisoning Prevention”

Copies of the DGEIS may be obtained from the contact person for a fee, as follows:

1.   Printed copy  - $10.00
2.   CD - $5.00

Lead Agency Contact:
Robert M. Barrows
City Hall, Room 028-B
30 Church Street
Rochester, NY 14614                                                
(585)428-6698
e-mail:  barrowsb@cityofrochester.gov
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DRAFT 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement to Assess 

Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinance Alternatives for the  
City of Rochester, New York 

 
September 2005 

 
Lead Agency: City of Rochester 
 Mayor William A. Johnson, Jr. 

 
 

Abstract:  This Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (GEIS) evaluates the 
environmental consequences of the adoption of a lead poisoning prevention ordinance by the 
City of Rochester.  This document presents the environmental consequences associated with 
human health, housing, population, historic resources, air quality, and the economy.  
 
This Draft GEIS evaluates and compares two lead poisoning prevention ordinance alternatives 
that have been introduced by sponsors in the City of Rochester.  The alternative ordinances seek 
to prevent resident poisoning from lead-based paint, but vary as to their critical components.  
These proposals include the following: 
 
■ Enactment of a new Chapter to the Code of the City of Rochester, titled “Chapter 60: Lead 

Poisoning Prevention Code,” introduced by Councilman Mains (Introductory #20 of 2005) 
and 

 
■ A proposed amendment to Chapter 90 of the Code to add a new article titled “Lead-Based 

Paint Poisoning Prevention,” Introduced by Mayor Johnson (Introductory #21 of 2005). 
 
A third alternative ordinance was offered by the NYS Coalition of Property Owners and 
Businesses in their scoping comments and is also evaluated in this Draft GEIS. 
 
Point of Contact: Mr. Robert Barrows 
 Director of Housing and Project Development 
 City of Rochester – Department of Community Development 
 City Hall, 30 Church St., Room 028-B 
 Rochester, NY 14614 
 Telephone:  585-428-6150 
 
Date Comments Must Be Postmarked By:  11 October 2005 
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Executive Summary 
 
 
 
 
Description of the Proposed Action 
The proposed action evaluated in this Draft Generic Environmental Impact State-
ment (GEIS) is the adoption of a Lead Poisoning Prevention ordinance as part of 
the Municipal Code of the City of Rochester.  The ordinances under consideration 
each require that the presence of deteriorated paint in or on pre-1978 residential 
structures be evaluated and appropriately addressed in order to prevent human 
exposure to lead hazards.  The Mayor of the City of Rochester, as lead agency for 
this action which is reviewable under the State Environmental Quality Review 
(SEQR) Act, has determined that a GEIS be prepared as an appropriate means to 
objectively compare and evaluate potential impacts of the proposed ordinances. 
 
The intent of the alternative ordinances evaluated in this GEIS is to prevent expo-
sure of residents to lead-based paint and other lead hazards; however, the alterna-
tives vary in detail and, in some cases, with respect to their essential components.  
Each alternative ordinance focuses on critical elements that form a basis for com-
paring the ordinances.  Among other things, the major components of the ordi-
nances include the following: 
 
■ Property types affected; 
 
■ How inspections will be triggered and how lead hazards will be identified; 
 
■ Who will perform the inspection, and who will be responsible for the cost of 

the inspection; 
 
■ The scope of the inspection; 
 
■ Clearance examination standards for determining the success or failure of in-

terim controls and/or abatement work in eliminating identified lead-paint haz-
ards in homes; 

 
■ Who will provide notice to property occupants regarding interior and/or exte-

rior lead-based paint hazard reduction work; 
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■ How occupants will be protected during work site preparation and hazard re-
duction work; 

 
■ Safe work practices for lead-based paint disturbance; 
 
■ Tenant protections, including how occupants will be protected against retalia-

tory eviction, and what additional protections, rights, and causes of action ex-
ist (if any); and 

 
■ Disclosure and other requirements upon property transfer. 
 
Environmental Setting 
The geographic location for this GEIS is the city of Rochester, Monroe County, 
New York.  The city of Rochester, as with many older cities in the U.S., has a sig-
nificant stock of older residential homes.  According to U.S. Census 2000 statis-
tics (United States Census Bureau 2005), approximately 95% of the city’s hous-
ing units were constructed prior to 1980, 89% of which were occupied in 2000.  
Approximately 67% was been built prior to 1950.  These include both owner-
occupied homes and rental units.  The housing stock in the City of Rochester is 
primarily a mix of single- and two-family homes with a more limited number of 
larger, multi-unit complexes.   
 
The Rochester Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) is experiencing both popula-
tion loss and urban sprawl.  These trends have been occurring over the past sev-
eral decades.  In the period between the 1990 and 2000 census, there was popula-
tion growth in the Rochester metropolitan statistical area (MSA); however, the 
population in the city itself declined by five percent. 
 
Due to potential lead paint hazards in Rochester’s older housing stock, occupied 
homes constructed prior to 1978 pose a potential threat to city residents, espe-
cially younger children (6 years or younger), from lead poisoning.  From a public 
policy perspective, lead-based paint is often presumed to be present in homes 
constructed prior to 1978, since the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission 
banned the use of lead-based paint in that year. 
 
Childhood lead poisoning is a serious public health threat in the City of Rochester 
and has been identified by the Director of the Monroe County Department of Pub-
lic Health (MCDPH) as one of the highest priority local public health issues.  
Childhood lead exposure can occur because of contact with dirt, dust, and fumes 
containing lead.  Young children that ingest lead contaminated dust, dirt or paint 
chips or who come into contact with lead-painted surfaces within their reach (e.g., 
on doors, windowsills, porch decks) are potentially exposed to a significantly in-
creased risk of developing long-lasting cognitive, physiological, and behavioral 
problems.  All of these are important and contributing factors to the lead poison-
ing issue in the city of Rochester. 
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According to the Monroe County Department of Public Health, 13,259 children 
were screened for blood lead levels in 2001 (Monroe County Department of Pub-
lic Health 2005).  Of those screened, 1,179, or 8.9%, had blood lead levels at or 
above 10 micrograms per deciliter (µg/dL), a concentration that is above the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC) acceptable level for young chil-
dren (CDC 2005).  This percentage is a substantially higher rate than the state-
wide average, which in 2001 was 2.7% (NYS Department of Health 2004).  Many 
of the children identified as having elevated lead blood levels reside in sections of 
Monroe County where older housing is prevalent and poverty rates are the highest 
(Lanphear et al. 1998).  A detailed discussion of housing and public health issues 
is provided in Sections 4 and 5 of the GEIS. 
 
Purpose and Need 
Lead poisoning prevention ordinances are being proposed in the City of Roches-
ter to reduce exposure of residents (especially those age 6 years and under) to lead 
by requiring that the presence of deteriorated paint in and on pre-1978 residential 
structures be evaluated and appropriately addressed.  In doing so, human expo-
sure to lead based paint hazards will be reduced and controlled.  
 
The need for a lead ordinance is based on the significant impact that exposure to 
lead can have on the cognitive, physiological, and behavioral abilities of resi-
dents, especially young children.  A detailed discussion of the need for a lead poi-
soning prevention ordinance in the City of Rochester is presented in Section 1 of 
the GEIS.  The discussion presents the basis for developing a new code, focusing 
primarily on the affects of lead poisoning on human health, academic achieve-
ment, economic achievement, and the criminal justice system.  The discussion 
presents only a summary of the extensive research that has been conducted on this 
issue.  Each of the sources referenced examine various aspects of lead poisoning 
in depth and document the need for a lead poisoning prevention ordinance. 
 
Alternatives Considered 
This GEIS evaluates and compares two lead poisoning prevention ordinance al-
ternatives that have been introduced by sponsors in the City of Rochester.  These 
proposals include the following: 
 
■ Enactment of a new Chapter to the Code of the City of Rochester (“the 

Code”), titled “Chapter 60: Lead Poisoning Prevention Code,” introduced by 
Councilman Mains (Introductory #20 of 2005); and 

 
■ A proposed amendment to Chapter 90 of the Code to add a new article titled 

“Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention,” Introduced by Mayor Johnson (In-
troductory #21 of 2005). 

 
A third alternative ordinance was offered by the NYS Coalition of Property Own-
ers and Businesses in their scoping comments and is also evaluated in this 
DGEIS.  The no-action alternative also is evaluated. 
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Section 3 of the GEIS provides a detailed comparison of the critical elements of 
the alternative ordinances evaluated. 
 
Significant Beneficial and Adverse Impacts 
The City of Rochester’s adoption of one of the proposed lead poisoning preven-
tion ordinances will have both potentially beneficial and adverse impacts.  The 
most significant impacts are those based on human health and housing in the City 
of Rochester, however, there are several other topic areas addressed in the GEIS. 
 
Economy.  In general, Alternative 1 results in more of a positive economic im-
pact to the community than either Alternatives 2 or 3 when analyzing such criteria 
as the need for certified lead evaluation firms and laboratory analyses to support 
lead sampling and analysis.  This is primarily due to Alternative 1 impacting more 
residential units than either Alternatives 2 or 3.  For a detailed discussion on spe-
cific areas of economic impact by alternative, refer to Section 5 of the Draft 
GEIS. 
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there are potential negative economic impacts 
associated with taking no action regarding the lead poisoning problem in children 
in the city of Rochester.  The potential impacts could include the following:   
 
■ Lost future income  
 
■ Health care costs  
 
■ Special education  
 
■ Criminal justice  
 
■ State infrastructure for lead poisoning prevention  
 
■ Legal liability  
 
Housing.  With respect to owner occupied housing, impacts across the three al-
ternatives are assumed to be identical if lead-based paint hazards are found and 
lead hazard control measures are necessary.  What differentiates the alternatives is 
the number of affected owner-occupied housing units, and the ongoing, annual 
maintenance costs.  For both of these criteria, Alternative 1 will result in the high-
est degree of impact to home owners in general, due to the higher number of af-
fected units associated with this alternative.  Refer to Section 5 for a more de-
tailed analyses. 
 
Alternative 1 will place the greatest burden on property owners, thus creating this 
highest likelihood of potential abandonment.  This abandonment would first occur 
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in the neighborhoods where the ratio of lead-hazard control costs to housing mar-
ket values is the highest. 
 
For renter occupied properties, it should be noted that the return to a positive cash 
flow for property owners over a 10-year horizon indicates that the current prop-
erty owner can sustain their investment, or if they choose to sell their property, 
would be able to attract other investors.  Thus, there would be limited abandon-
ment as a result of the implementation of one of the alternatives, with varying de-
grees of magnitude on renter occupied housing.  Alternative 1 would have the 
largest impact and Alternative 3 would have the least impact on property owners. 
 
Human Health.  A quantification and ranking of human health impacts from the 
adoption of one of the proposed lead poisoning prevention ordinances is difficult 
to develop for this assessment.  There are several factors, many of which are un-
known, that play a contributing role in determining the relative strengths of one 
ordinance over another with respect to human health issues, including among oth-
ers, the precise number of homes or persons potentially impacted by lead poison-
ing.  In general, the following outlines some of the qualitative impacts under the 
proposed alternatives: 
 
■ Alternative 1 includes the broadest categories of houses targeted for assess-

ment and potential lead hazards control work and because Alternative 1 al-
lows for the fewest exemptions, based on the broadest universe of potential 
structures and therefore tenants who could be impacted, this Alternative has 
the widest reach and could potentially be considered the most “health protec-
tive.”   

 
■ Alternative 2 outlines a universe of eligible properties for inspection follow-

ing the renewal of the Certificate of Occupancy, however, does not specifi-
cally address those cases of housing units with children under the age of 6.  

 
■ Alternative 3 provides the greatest degree of overall reduction in potential ex-

posure for the most at risk population in Rochester.  This is because Alterna-
tive 3 most consistently addresses lead exposure issues for the target popula-
tion (children age 6 and under).  Alternative 3 is the only alternative of the 
three that contains language specifying that dwellings occupied by a child un-
der the age of 6 are subject to a Notice and Order requiring removal of dete-
riorated lead-based or presumed lead-based paint prior to further activity. 

 
■ Under the No Action Alternative, no progress would be made towards the 

overall human health goal of reducing the incidence of childhood lead-
poisoning.   

 
A more thorough discussion of human health issues associated with alternative 
ordinances is presented in Section 5 of the Draft GEIS. 
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Introduction 1 
 
 
 
 
1.1 Background 
The city of Rochester, as with many older cities in the U.S., has a significant 
stock of older residential homes.  According to U.S. Census 2000 statistics 
(United States Census Bureau 2005), approximately 95% of the city’s housing 
units were constructed prior to 1980, 89% of which were occupied in 2000.  
These include both owner-occupied homes and rental units.  Due to potential lead 
paint hazards in Rochester’s older housing stock, occupied homes constructed 
prior to 1978 pose a potential threat to city residents, especially younger children 
(6 years or younger), from lead poisoning.  From a public policy perspective, 
lead-based paint is often presumed to be present in homes constructed prior to 
1978, since the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission banned the use of 
lead-based paint in that year.   
 
Childhood lead poisoning is a serious public health threat in the City of Rochester 
and has been identified by the Director of the Monroe County Department of Pub-
lic Health (MCDPH) as one of the highest priority local public health issues.  
Childhood lead exposure can occur because of contact with dirt, dust, and fumes 
containing lead.  Young children that ingest lead contaminated dust, dirt or paint 
chips or who come into contact with lead-painted surfaces within their reach (e.g., 
on doors, windowsills, porch decks) are potentially exposed to a significantly in-
creased risk of developing long-lasting cognitive, physiological, and behavioral 
problems.  All of these are important and contributing factors to the lead poison-
ing issue in the city of Rochester. 
 
According to the Monroe County Department of Public Health, 13,259 children 
were screened for blood lead levels in 2001 (Monroe County Department of Pub-
lic Health 2005).  Of those screened, 1,179, or 8.9%, had blood lead levels at or 
above 10 micrograms per deciliter (µg/dL), a concentration that is above the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention’s (CDC) acceptable level for young chil-
dren (CDC 2005).  This percentage is a substantially higher rate than the state-
wide average, which in 2001 was 2.7% (NYS Department of Health 2004).  Many 
of the children identified as having elevated lead blood levels reside in sections of 
Monroe County where older housing is prevalent and poverty rates are the highest 
(Lanphear et al. 1998). 
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Primary prevention is a key strategy in eliminating childhood lead poisoning.  
Primary prevention involves preventing exposure to lead hazards before blood 
lead levels reach levels of concern.  The current public health policy in New York 
State and Monroe County does not fully embrace primary prevention and instead 
relies upon screening children for blood lead levels that equal or exceed 10µg/dL 
(Lanphear et al. 2005).  Following the screening process, children that are deter-
mined to have an elevated blood lead level, are treated, tracked, and the family is 
educated on potential causes of the elevated levels and lead hazard reduction 
work is identified that is potentially necessary at the home to control the lead haz-
ard.  This strategy is inadequate because it fails to identify lead hazards before 
children are exposed.  Lanphear et al. (2005) discussed the need for and effec-
tiveness of screening lead hazards in homes before children are exposed to those 
hazards.  This form of primary prevention has been acknowledged by the City of 
Rochester and has been integrated into the proposed lead-based paint ordinances.  
The Monroe County Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (CLPP), the 
Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning (CPLP), and Rochester’s City “LEAD” Pro-
gram (see Section 2.3) are currently working to put in place the tools to eliminate 
lead hazards before children are exposed.  Coupled with these efforts, a City lead 
poisoning prevention ordinance will help to further the primary prevention initia-
tives to eventually eliminate lead poisoning. 
 
The City of Rochester, Monroe County, and many other agencies and advocacy 
groups in the area recognize the significance of the lead-based paint issue as it 
relates to the City’s residential building stock.  The City and County have devel-
oped important programs and initiatives to address this issue, focusing their ef-
forts on reducing lead hazards in homes to protect residents from exposure.  In 
addition, a number of active community groups are assisting in the overall effort.  
These and other lead-related initiatives are discussed in detail in Section 2.3. 
 
To further the City’s efforts to prevent human exposure to lead hazards and allow 
for a more comprehensive approach to addressing lead hazard issues in the city, 
two Lead Poisoning Prevention ordinances have been proposed for adoption as 
amendments to the Municipal Code of the City of Rochester.  This Generic Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement (GEIS) objectively evaluates the potential impacts of 
both proposed Lead Poisoning Prevention ordinances, as well as other alterna-
tives.   
 
1.2 Description of the Proposed Action 
The proposed action evaluated in this GEIS is the adoption of a Lead Poisoning 
Prevention ordinance as part of the Municipal Code of the City of Rochester.  The 
ordinances under consideration each require that the presence of deteriorated 
paint in or on pre-1978 residential structures be evaluated and appropriately ad-
dressed in order to prevent human exposure to lead hazards.  The Mayor of the 
City of Rochester, as lead agency for this action which is reviewable under the 
State Environmental Quality Review (SEQR) Act, has determined that a GEIS be 
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prepared as an appropriate means to objectively compare and evaluate potential 
impacts of the proposed ordinances. 
 
The intent of the alternative ordinances evaluated in this GEIS are to prevent ex-
posure of residents to lead-based paint and other lead hazards; however, the alter-
natives vary in detail and, in some cases, with respect to their essential compo-
nents.  Each alternative ordinance focuses on critical elements that form a basis 
for comparing the ordinances.  Among other things, the major components of the 
ordinances include the following: 
 
■ Property types affected;  
 
■ How inspections will be triggered and how lead hazards will be identified; 
 
■ Who will perform the inspection, and who will be responsible for the cost of 

the inspection; 
 
■ The scope of the inspection; 
 
■ Clearance examination standards for determining the success or failure of in-

terim controls and/or abatement work in eliminating identified lead-paint haz-
ards in homes; 

 
■ Who will provide notice to property occupants regarding interior and/or exte-

rior lead-based paint hazard reduction work; 
 
■ How occupants will be protected during work site preparation and hazard-

reduction work; 
 
■ Safe work practices for lead-based paint disturbance; 
 
■ Tenant protections, including how occupants will be protected against retalia-

tory eviction, and what additional protections, rights, and causes of action ex-
ist (if any); and 

 
■ Disclosure and other requirements upon property transfer. 
 
Section 3 provides a detailed comparison of the critical elements of the alternative 
ordinances evaluated. 
 
1.3 Purpose and Need 
Lead poisoning prevention ordinances are being proposed to reduce exposure of 
Rochester residents (especially those age 6 years and under) to lead by requiring 
that the presence of deteriorated paint in and on pre-1978 residential structures be 
evaluated and appropriately addressed.  In doing so, human exposure to lead-
based paint hazards will be reduced and controlled.  The need for a lead ordinance 
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is based on the significant impact that exposure to lead can have on the cognitive, 
physiological, and behavioral abilities of residents, especially young children.    
 
The following discussion expands on the need for a lead poisoning prevention 
ordinance in the City of Rochester.  It presents the basis for developing a new 
code, focusing primarily on the affects of lead poisoning on human health, aca-
demic achievement, economic achievement, and the criminal justice system.  This 
section relies on existing research from various sources, such as the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), the Centers for Disease Control and 
Prevention (CDC), research presented in the New England Journal of Medicine, 
various studies published by Drs. Bruch Lanphear and Herbert Needleman, and 
research conducted by University of Rochester professor Katrina Smith 
Korfmacher.  The discussion presents only a summary of the extensive research 
that has been conducted on this issue.  Each of the sources listed below examines 
various aspects of lead poisoning in depth and documents the need for a lead poi-
soning prevention ordinance.  
 
The EPA and the CDC have published information about the causes and effects of 
childhood lead poisoning.  Research has been conducted concerning the acute and 
long-term effects of lead poisoning on children.  The New England Journal of 
Medicine has published several studies concerning lead poisoning affects on a 
child’s IQ score (Canfield et al. 2003; Needleman et al. 1990).  In addition, Pro-
fessor Katrina Smith Korfmacher of the University of Rochester has studied the 
issue of lead poisoning and its impact on economic achievement.  This study ref-
erenced several supporting studies previously conducted regarding income loss, 
health care costs, educational impacts, costs to the criminal justice system, and 
other societal costs related to the effects of lead poisoning in children.  It should 
be noted that this research was completed in association with the community-
based organization, the Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning (CPLP).   
 
1.3.1 Exposure to Lead 
Children may be exposed to lead in a variety of ways.  A recent study found that 
the major source of elevated blood lead levels in children is lead-contaminated 
dust found in the home (Lanphear et al. 2002).  Lead-based paint that was used in 
homes prior to 1978 is considered the major source of lead poisoning.  Lead haz-
ards are found where the paint is peeling, chipping, cracked or otherwise deterio-
rated.  Windows and windowsills, doors and doorframes, stairs, railings and ban-
isters, and porches are major sources of lead-contaminated dust.  Such dust is 
typically generated by friction or impact with such surfaces.  Lead dust and chips 
can also form when dry paint is scraped and sanded.  These and other construction 
activities can cause the lead-contaminated dust to become airborne, increasing 
potential exposure to lead.   
 
Lead in the soil around the home is also a possible source of exposure.  Soil lead 
can derive from the exterior use of lead-based paint.  Other sources of household 
lead include lead pipes or lead solder used in plumbing, old painted toys, and 
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leaded crystal or pottery.  Since children can be exposed to lead from a number of 
sources, it is very important that all sources of exposure be considered and con-
trolled.  A recent study found that identifying lead hazards prior to purchasing, 
occupying, or renovating a home can reduce children’s exposure to lead (Lan-
phear et al. 2005).  And assessment of the HUD Lead Hazard Control Program 
has indicated that identifying and removing lead hazards leads to reduced expo-
sure of children to lead for at least three years after the lead hazard intervention 
(Galke et al. 2001). 
 
1.3.2 Symptoms/Treatment 
Lead’s principal effect involves neurodevelopment in children.  Studies by Can-
field et al. (2003) suggest that blood lead concentrations in children are to a de-
gree inversely associated with IQ.  Canfield et al. (2003) reported that a blood 
lead concentration of 10µg/dL has been associated with an IQ deficit of 7 points 
compared to a control population, and that a blood lead concentration of 20µg/dL 
is associated with an additional IQ deficit of 4 points, although it is not certain 
how these reported lead-induced IQ deficits affect intelligence or behavior later in 
life. 
 
Other symptoms of lead poisoning include behavioral and learning problems, 
slowed growth, hearing problems, hyperactivity, and headaches (EPA 2005a).  
Lead can also be harmful in adults.  Elevated blood levels in adults can cause re-
productive problems, difficulty in pregnancy, miscarriages, high blood pressure, 
nerve disorders, memory and concentration problems, and muscle and joint pain 
(EPA 2005a).  High lead levels during pregnancy can ultimately affect the health 
of the fetus and cause low birth weights, stillborns, pre-term delivery, and devel-
opmental delays in the infant (ATSDR 1999b).  
 
The best means of diagnosing lead poisoning is to determine blood lead concen-
trations.  According to the CDC, evidence of lead exposure is indicated by blood 
lead concentrations greater than or equal to 10 µg/dL (Bellinger 2004).  As de-
scribed above, some studies suggest that a blood lead concentration of 10µg/dL is 
associated with decreased IQ (Canfield et al. 2003).  The CDC’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention (ACCLPP) recommends that 
children enrolled in Medicaid should be tested at 12 months and then again at 24 
months to screen for lead poisoning.  The ACCLPP also recommends that chil-
dren in at-risk neighborhoods begin testing at 6 months of age (CDC 2000).  
 
Once lead poisoning has been identified, two options to address the problem are 
typically considered.  The most common option is to remove the child from the 
lead source so that further exposure is minimized, after which blood lead concen-
trations will decrease.  Chelation is another option.  Chelation therapy is the ad-
ministration of a drug that draws toxic metals from the bloodstream so that the 
body can pass them more effectively.  This is usually employed only for those 
with extremely high blood lead concentrations, typically 45µg/dL or higher.  
(Smith Korfmacher 2003).   
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1.3.3 Lead Poisoning Effects on Learning 
Since lead exposure in some studies has been associated with deficits in IQ 
scores, some researchers have suggested lead exposure will impact a child’s abil-
ity to perform in school.  Needleman et al. (1979 and 1990) reported that lead poi-
soned children are more likely to develop various learning disabilities, Attention 
Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder, decreased vocabulary and grammar abilities, poor 
hand-eye coordination, the loss of recently acquired skills, and, in some cases, 
mental retardation. 
 
Needleman et al. (1990) reported that learning disabilities associated with lead 
exposure have resulted in children who experience increased absenteeism, a lower 
class ranking in high school, and are seven times more likely to drop out of high 
school.  Smith Korfmacher (2003) suggested that the neurological effects of lead 
can ultimately cause children to require special education classes; it was esti-
mated that 20% of children with blood lead concentrations of 25 µg/dL or greater 
will need to be placed into special education classes. 
 
1.3.4 Lead Poisoning Effects on Delinquent Behavior 
Research has suggested that the neurobehavioral effects of lead poisoning can in-
fluence how an individual reacts to everyday situations, including tendencies to-
ward aggression and delinquent behavior (Needleman et al. 1996, 2004).  A re-
cent study has estimated that delinquency due to early exposure to lead ranged 
from 11% to 38% for arrested juvenile delinquents in the Pittsburg, Pennsylvania 
area (Needleman 2004). 
 
1.3.5 Lead Poisoning and the Economy 
There are indications in the scientific literature that lead poisoning may impact 
the economy in many ways—from reduced earning potential, costs for health 
care, costs for special education, and costs to the criminal justice system.  A re-
cent study (Landrigan et al. 2002) stated that the annual cost of lead poisoning in 
American children is over $43 billion, which the study claims is 80% of the cost 
of all environmentally associated diseases.  Given this research, reducing lead 
poisoning could potentially benefit the economy by reducing the cost of public 
services.  
 
Other research has shown that a lower IQ results in reduced earned income over a 
person’s lifetime (Smith Korfmacher 2003).  Smith Korfmacher (2003) estimated 
that New York State is losing approximately $78 million in tax revenue each year 
due to lost income from children having blood lead concentrations over 10µg/dL.  
The study estimated that the lifetime reduction in income earnings for children 
with lead poisoning is 1.61%, resulting in New York State losing approximately 
$3 billion of income for each birth cohort of children with blood lead concentra-
tions over 10µg/dL.  Smith Korfmacher’s study also suggested that the economic 
impact could potentially be higher since the effects of blood lead concentrations 
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less than 10µg/dL on the lifetime earnings are not well known (Smith Korfmacher 
2003).   
 
The costs of health care needed to treat children with blood lead concentrations of 
10µg/dL or greater could have immediate and long-term economic effects.  The 
initial treatment of all children 0 to 6 years of age in New York State costs ap-
proximately $3.1 million annually (in 1996 dollars) (Smith Korfmacher 2003).  
These costs include repeated testing, environmental investigations, hazard control 
in patients’ homes, and, rarely, chelation therapy.  These costs, however, do not 
include the health care costs for behavioral and learning problems that may be 
associated with lead poisoning.  The long-term costs of lead poisoning are not as 
well understood, but would include any costs associated with the long-term ef-
fects of lead poisoning, such as osteoporosis and adult hypertension (Smith 
Korfmacher 2003).  Smith Korfmacher (2003) believes that the long-term costs of 
lead poisoning may dwarf the initial costs. 
 
If one assumes that children with lead poisoning have a variety of learning dis-
abilities and thus need to enter into special education classes, it is expected that 
schools throughout the state would need to spend millions of dollars to accommo-
date them.  According to Smith Korfmacher (2003), eliminating the number of 
children with lead poisoning could save schools in New York State approximately 
$9.7 million each year.  This amount is the cost of 20% of children with blood 
lead concentrations greater than 25µg/dL receiving 3 years of special education 
classes.  This amount does not take into account the costs for any other educa-
tional needs of these children or the additional educational needs of children with 
blood lead concentrations below 25µg/dL.  This research suggests that school sys-
tems would substantially benefit from eliminating childhood lead poisoning 
(Smith Korfmacher 2003). 
 
If there is a causal relationship between lead poisoning and delinquent behavior 
and violent crimes, as suggested by Needleman et al. (1996), then eliminating 
lead poisoning could have significant social benefits, including cost savings asso-
ciated with reduced incarceration and a reduction in the number of crime victims.  
Recent research estimated that it costs New York State $12 to $34 million per 
year to place juvenile delinquents in residential treatment facilities (Smith 
Korfmacher 2003).  Smith Korfmacher also suggests that this could be a gross 
underestimate and that the long-term costs of incarceration for these individuals 
could be much greater. 
 
In summary, the purpose and need for enacting an effective lead poisoning pre-
vention ordinance has been well documented and addressed on a variety of levels.   
 
1.4 SEQR Process 
This document has been prepared in accordance with the New York State Envi-
ronmental Quality Review (SEQR) Act, established by Article 8 of the New York 
State Environmental Conservation Law and implemented by Title 6 of the New 
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York State Codes, Rules and Regulations (NYCRR), 6 NYCRR, Part 617.  This 
document has also been prepared in accordance with Chapter 48 of the Rochester 
Municipal Code, the purpose of which is to incorporate consideration of environ-
mental factors into the decision-making processes of City government at the earli-
est possible time.  The SEQR process considers environmental factors early in the 
planning stages of actions that are directly taken, funded, or approved by local, 
regional, and state agencies.  This GEIS is being prepared to evaluate the envi-
ronmental consequences of adopting a lead poisoning prevention ordinance into 
the Municipal Code of the City of Rochester.  SEQR provides for preparation of 
GEISs for proposed actions that are programmatic and/or not site specific.   
 
In January 2005 the City of Rochester filed a Positive Declaration, a full Envi-
ronmental Assessment Form (EAF), and a Notice of Intent to prepare a Draft 
GEIS for proposed City Code Amendments to enact a Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Ordinance.  The Mayor of the City of Rochester, as designated lead agency for 
this SEQR review, determined this action requires that an Environmental Impact 
Statement be prepared.  A copy of the Positive Declaration, EAF, and supporting 
SEQR information are included in Appendix A.  A public scoping meeting was 
held on February 28, 2005.  The City received written scoping comments through 
the close of the public scoping comment period on March 24, 2005.  
 
Following issuance of the Draft GEIS, the City will hold a 30-day public com-
ment period, which will include a public hearing.  Notice of the availability of the 
Draft GEIS will be published in local newspapers and the Environmental News 
Bulletin.  The public comment period and public hearing will provide interested 
parties with the opportunity to provide comments on the draft document.  All sub-
stantive and relevant comments received will be addressed in the development of 
the Final GEIS.   
 



 

  
 

 
 
Existing Statues, Regulations, 
Practices, Programs, and Policy 2 
 
 
 
 
This Section outlines the current laws, regulations, practices, and programs in 
place that define the need for the proposed action. 
 
2.1 Review of Existing Federal, State, and Local Laws and 

Regulations 
The following provides a summary of the key federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations referenced in the proposed legislation and/or that are directly applica-
ble to lead poisoning issues.   
 
The passage of the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention Act (LBPPPA) in 
1971 marked Congress’s first attempt to regulate lead-based paint.  By this act, 
Congress prohibited the use of lead-based paint and created programs to further 
research its effects on health.  Since then, Congress has legislated repeatedly to 
control lead-based paint hazards and reduce lead poisoning.  The primary federal 
statute regulating lead-based paint is the Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA).  
Enacted in 1976, TSCA authorizes the EPA to control substances that pose an un-
reasonable risk to public health or the environment.  In 1992, TSCA was amended 
by passage of the Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act (Title X) 
to include Section IV, entitled “Lead Exposure Reduction.”  Section IV provides 
a comprehensive regulatory scheme for identifying, measuring, and abating lead 
and requires dissemination of information about lead and other community 
awareness actions. 
 
In addition to amending TSCA, Title X requires federal agencies to work together 
to protect families from lead-based paint hazards in their homes.  Specifically, 
Title X mandates disclosure of known lead-based paint upon sale and transfer of 
certain residential housing.  Title X also addresses lead-based paint requirements 
for HUD-owned and other federally funded housing.  Title X provides further 
lead regulations for HUD-owned and federally funded housing.   
 
Mindful of Congress’s efforts to control and reduce lead-based paint hazards, 
New York State has implemented its own laws and regulations to further protect 
its residents from the harmful effects of lead-based paint.  The New York State 
Legislature has enacted laws, and the New York State Department of Health has 
promulgated appropriate regulations mandating lead screening, reporting, educa-
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tion, and community awareness.  In addition, the laws and regulations require lo-
cal health units to work together to support state lead-based paint initiatives.   
 
The New York State Department of State has incorporated deteriorated paint pro-
visions in Section 304.3 of the NYS Property Maintenance Code.  These provi-
sions address the correction of peeling, chipping, flaking, and abraded paint con-
ditions present in and on buildings within the state. 
 
Lastly, New York State’s Real Property Law and Real Property Actions and Pro-
ceedings Law provide residential tenants with specific protections and rights in 
the event their housing contains hazardous conditions in violation of State law or 
State code.   
 
2.1.1 Federal 
 
Statutes 
 
■ 15 USC §2601 et seq. (Toxic Substances Control Act) 

The Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) requires reporting and testing of 
chemicals, including lead, posing an environmental and/or human health haz-
ard.  Specific applicable TSCA provisions include §2685, addressing lead 
abatement and measurement and establishes programs for lead detection, lead 
sampling, and community awareness.  In addition, §2686 mandates the publi-
cation and distribution of a lead hazard information pamphlet.   

 
■ 42 USC §3545 (HUD Accountability) 

This law addresses public notice, disclosure, and documentation requirements, 
as well as administrative practices and procedures related to HUD properties.  
It also provides for judicial review and penalty imposition for violations of 
HUD lead-based paint regulations.   

 
■ 42 USC §§4821 – 4822, 4831, 4841-4846 (Lead-Based Paint Poisoning 

Prevention) 
These laws address several lead-based paint issues, including the development 
of a demonstration and research program (§4821), lead-based paint require-
ments for housing receiving federal assistance (§4822), the prohibition of fu-
ture lead-based paint use (§4831), and other administrative matters (§§4841-
4843).  §4846 operates to supersede and void any state and local laws that dif-
fer or conflict with federal lead-based paint laws. 

 
■ 42 USC §4851 et seq. (Residential Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction 

Act/Title X) 
These laws operate to protect families from exposure to lead poisoning due to 
lead-based paint hazards present in residential properties.  Particularly rele-
vant provisions include §4852 (federal grants for certain properties), §4852c 
(guidelines for lead evaluation and reduction activities), §4865d (requiring the 
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disclosure of known lead-based paint before the sale of most housing con-
structed prior to 1978) and §4853 (worker protection). 

 
Regulations 
 
■ 16 CFR Part 1303 (Consumer Product Safety Act Regulations) 

This part of the Consumer Product Safety Act Regulations addresses the ban 
of lead-containing paint and certain consumer products bearing lead-
containing paint.   

 
■ 24 CFR Part 35 (Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention in Certain Resi-

dential Structures) (US Department of HUD) 
This part includes regulations that serve to implement the Residential Lead-
Based Paint Hazard Reduction Act and other lead-based paint laws contained 
in 42 USC §4851 Subpart A of this part sets forth disclosure requirements for 
sellers, lessors, and agent responsibilities.  Subpart L regulates lead-paint is-
sues with respect to public housing programs.  Subpart R addresses the meth-
ods and standards for lead-paint evaluation and hazard-reduction activities.  
The remaining subparts regulate other lead issues, including federal assis-
tance, HUD-owned property, and general lead requirements.   

 
■ 29 CFR §1926.62 (Safety and Health Regulations – Occupational Health 

and Environmental Controls) (US Department of Labor) 
This regulation applies to construction work that creates a lead exposure risk.  
It requires an employee exposure assessment, lead exposure monitoring, and 
implementation of a compliance program and engineering and work practice 
controls to reduce and control lead exposure.  The regulation mandates em-
ployers to provide certain safety equipment and clothing to protect against ex-
posure and requires employers to conduct medical examinations as needed.   

 
■ 40 CFR §261.3 (Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste) (EPA) 

This regulation identifies and lists lead as a hazardous waste and provides ex-
clusion levels.   

 
■ 40 CFR Part 745 (TSCA - Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention in Cer-

tain Residential Structures) (EPA) 
These regulations serve to implement TSCA as it relates to lead-based paint.  
Particularly relevant is Subpart E, which regulates notice and record-keeping 
requirements; Subpart F, which regulates disclosure requirements; and Sub-
part L, which regulates lead-based paint activities and work practice stan-
dards. 
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2.1.2 New York State 
 
■ Public Health Law 

The Public Health Law contains provisions that govern the control of lead 
poisoning in New York and establishes an advisory council to develop state-
wide plans and systems to combat lead poisoning.  Specifically, §§1370c-
1370e mandate screening and reporting of lead levels; §1372 prohibits the use 
of lead paint; §1373 authorizes the Commissioner of Health to serve a notice 
and demand to abate lead hazard conditions to property owners; and §1376-a 
regulates the sale of consumer items containing lead. 

 
■ Real Property Law §§223-b, 235-b 

§223-b of New York’s Real Property Law prevents retaliation by a landlord 
against a tenant for a tenant’s good faith complaint against the landlord for 
violations of New York’s health or safety laws, regulations, or codes.  §235-b 
of New York’s Real Property Law requires that every landlord, as part of a 
written or oral rental or lease agreement, warrant that the premises rented or 
leased are fit for human habitation and safe from dangerous and/or hazardous 
conditions (the warranty of habitability).   
 

■ Social Services Law §143-b 
This Social Services Law grants a public welfare official the power to with-
hold payment of rent to a landlord (on behalf of a party receiving public assis-
tance toward the rental of housing) if such housing violates code and contains 
conditions that are dangerous, hazardous, or detrimental to life or health. 

 
■ Real Property Actions and Proceedings Law §755 

§755 of New York’s Real Property Actions and Proceedings Law authorizes a 
court to stay or dismiss eviction or rent recovery proceedings against a tenant 
if the dwelling is, or is likely to become, dangerous to life, health or safety, or 
if the conditions operate to “constructively evict” the tenant from a portion of 
the dwelling.   

 
■ 10 NYCRR Part 67 (Department of Health Lead Poisoning Prevention 

and Control Regulations) 
Title 10, Part 67 of NYCRR addresses lead poisoning prevention and control.  
Subpart 67-1 regulates mandatory lead screening, laboratory and screening 
processes, and the role of local health units.  Subpart 67-2 regulates lead test-
ing, sampling, reporting, and abatement matters.  Subpart 67-3 regulates the 
reporting of elevated lead levels. 

 
■ Property Maintenance Code  

§304.3 of the Property Maintenance Code is issued by the New York State 
Department of State and contains provisions addressing the correction of peel-
ing, chipping, flaking, and abraded paint.  It also prescribes safe and effective 
techniques for the correction of deteriorated paint conditions. 
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2.1.3 Local 
 
■ Monroe County General Local Law, Part IV (Criteria for conduct of ele-

vated blood lead level investigation) 
§285-1 of the Monroe County General Local Law gives the Monroe County 
Department of Public Health’s Lead Poisoning Prevention Program authoriza-
tion to conduct elevated blood lead level investigations pursuant to the New 
York State Public Health Law statutes and regulations for any dwelling inhab-
ited by a child up to 72 months of age whenever that child has two confirmed 
blood lead screening tests between 15 and 19 µg/dL within a one-year period. 
 

■ City Code of Rochester  
– The City Code of Rochester §90-14(A) states that paint containing more 

than 0.5% lead by weight shall not be applied to any exterior or interior 
surface.  Where such paint is found, it shall be promptly refinished or re-
surfaced.   

– The City Code of Rochester §120-158.3 states that replacement windows 
in a designated building of historic value shall utilize true divided lights or 
simulated divided lights when matching the original mullion and/or mun-
tin configuration.  This would not include interior-only grids or grids be-
tween the panes of glass, except where window are being replaced in order 
to abate lead paint hazards. 

 
2.2 Review of Existing Lead Hazard Control Practices 
This section provides a general discussion of lead-safe work practices, lead haz-
ard control methods, including abatement and interim controls, and a discussion 
of issues associated with maintenance/repetition of interim controls.  24 CFR Part 
35 outlines HUD’s regulations on lead-based paint hazards in federally owned 
housing and housing receiving federal assistance (i.e., Section 8 housing). 
 
2.2.1 Lead-Safe Work Practices (LSWP) 
Lead-safe work practices are a critical component of, and must be used during, 
lead hazard reduction activities.  This includes rehabilitation and maintenance 
work that involve surfaces that are presumed or identified as containing lead-
based paint.  According to HUD, there are four primary components of lead-safe 
work practices (24 CFR 35.1350):  
 
1. Occupant Protection.  Appropriate actions must be taken to protect occu-

pants from lead-based paint hazards associated with lead hazard reduction, 
paint stabilization, maintenance, or rehabilitation activities; 

 
2. Work Site Preparation and Containment.  The work site must be prepared 

to prevent the release of leaded dust and debris; 
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3. Prohibited Methods.  Some methods may not be used at any time to remove 
paint that is or may be lead-based.  The following is a list of prohibited meth-
ods listed in accordance with 24 CFR 35.140. 

 
■ Open flame burning or torching. 
 
■ Machine sanding or grinding without a high efficiency particulate air 

(HEPA) local exhaust control. 
 
■ Heat guns operating above 1,100 degrees Fahrenheit or those that operate 

at a temperature hot enough to char the paint. 
 
■ Dry sanding or dry scraping. 
 

Note:  Exceptions to this prohibition include: 
– Dry scraping in conjunction with heat guns; 
– Dry scraping within 1.0 foot (0.2 meter [m]) of electrical outlets; 
– Treating deteriorated paint spots that total no more than 2 square feet 

(0.2 m2) on any one interior room or space; and 
– Treating deteriorated paint spots that total no more than 20 square feet 

(2.0 m2) on exterior surfaces. 
 

■ Paint striping in a poorly ventilated space using a volatile stripper that is a 
hazardous substance in accordance with regulations of the Consumer 
Product Safety Commission at 16 CFR 1500.3 and/or a hazardous chemi-
cal in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) at 29 CFR 1010.1200 or 1926.59, as applicable. 

 
Note:  Methylene chloride paint stripper may cause cancer and should be 
avoided.  

 
4. Work Site Cleanup.  Work site cleanup removes dust and debris from the 

work area.  Good cleanup is critical to passing clearance and leaving the unit 
safe for habitation.  Work site cleanup must be done using methods, products, 
and devices that are successful in cleaning lead-contaminated dust, such as 
vacuum cleaners with HEPA filters and household or lead-specific detergents.  

 
2.2.2 Lead Hazard Control  
Lead hazard reduction methods are specific types of treatments implemented to 
control lead-based paint hazards.  The type of housing activity being undertaken 
determines the method of Lead Hazard Reduction required.  There are two Lead 
Hazard Reduction methods—abatement and interim controls.  The following is a 
summary of the Lead Hazard Reduction methods that are in compliance with 24 
CFR 35.1330 and 35.1325.  
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2.2.2.1 Abatement 
Abatement is a Lead Hazard Reduction method that is designed to permanently 
eliminate lead-based paint or lead-based paint hazards.  (“Permanent” is defined 
as having a 20-year expected life.)  Abatement must be performed by certified 
abatement workers (i.e., who have successfully completed an EPA-accredited 
abatement worker course) supervised by a certified abatement supervisor (i.e., 
certified by EPA).  Abatement activities include:  
 
■ Removing lead-based paint and its dust, 
 
■ Permanently encapsulating or enclosing the lead-based paint,  
 
■ Replacing components containing lead-based paint, and  
 
■ Removing or permanently covering lead-contaminated soil.  
 
2.2.2.2 Interim Controls 
Interim controls are Lead Hazard Reduction activities that temporarily reduce ex-
posure to lead-based paint hazards through repairs, painting, maintenance, special 
cleaning, occupant-protection measures, clearance, and education programs.  A 
person performing paint stabilization, interim controls, or standard treatments 
must be trained in accordance with OSHA Hazard Communication requirements 
(29 CFR 1926.59) and must be supervised by a certified lead-based paint abate-
ment supervisor, or must have successfully completed a HUD-approved training 
course (see Section 3.3.3).  Interim control methods require safe work practices 
and include:  
 
■ Paint stabilization.  Repair any physical defect in the substrate of a painted 

surface that is causing paint deterioration, remove loose paint and other mate-
rial form the surface to be treated, and apply a new protective coating or paint 

 
■ Treatment for friction and impact surfaces.  Correct the conditions that 

create friction or impact with surfaces with lead-based paint. 
 
■ Treatment for chewable surfaces.  If a child under age six has chewed sur-

faces known or presumed to contain lead-based paint, these surfaces must be 
enclosed or coated so that they are impenetrable. 

 
■ Lead-contaminated dust control.  All rough, pitted, or porous horizontal 

surfaces must be covered with a smooth, cleanable covering.  Carpets must be 
vacuumed on both sides using HEPA vacuums or equivalent. 

 
■ Lead-contaminated soil control.  If bare soil is contaminated with lead, im-

permanent surface coverings such as gravel, bark, and sod, as well as land use 
controls such as fencing, landscaping, and warning signs, may be used. 
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2.2.2.3 Standard Treatments 
Standard treatments may be conducted in lieu of a risk assessment and interim 
controls.  That is to say, lead-based paint is presumed to be present and all painted 
surfaces are treated as such.  Standard treatments are designed to reduce all lead-
based paint hazards in a unit and must be performed on all applicable surfaces, 
including bare soil, to control lead-based paint hazards that may be present.  All 
standard treatment methods must follow lead-safe work practices.  Standard 
treatments consist of a full set of treatments that include:  
 
■ Paint stabilization,  
 
■ Creating smooth and cleanable horizontal surfaces,  
 
■ Correcting dust-generating conditions, and  
 
■ Addressing bare residential soil. 
 
2.2.2.4 Interim Control Maintenance 
Following completion of interim controls, maintenance activities must be under-
taken to avoid creating new lead hazards.  Maintenance includes: 
 
■ Frequent cleaning of surfaces (e.g., windowsills, floors, carpets), including 

dusting and wiping with a wet sponge;  
 
■ Checking walls for cracks, leaks, chipping, and peeling;  
 
■ Repairing cracking, peeling, or chipping paint; and 
 
■ Repairing windows so that they slide/open easily. 
 
2.2.3 LSWP Training Resources 
There are sources in Rochester that offer instruction and training in lead-safe 
work practices.  These typically consist of a one-day HUD-approved training 
course.  The Monroe County Department of Public Health offers an 8-hour Lead-
Safe Work Practices training class to teach lead-safe work practices to anyone 
who regularly disturbs lead-based paint, at no cost to the attendees.  The course 
provides information on containment, reduction/control, and cleanup of lead haz-
ards. 
 
The City of Rochester’s “City LEAD” program provides funding for training con-
tractors and property owners in lead-safe work practices.  The City of Rochester 
has entered into an agreement with the Housing Council to deliver HUD-
approved workshop programs to property owners and the general public.  This 
training provides property owners with information on lead-based paint hazard 
issues and the knowledge and know-how to carry out lead control work in a safe 
manner.   
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The City has also entered into an agreement with a private training firm to pro-
vide EPA-certified abatement training to local contractors.  The community will 
benefit from the training by helping to increase the number of certified abatement 
firms that will serve local property owners who require lead-abatement services. 
 
2.3 Existing Lead Initiatives 
2.3.1 City of Rochester Lead Hazard Control Initiatives 
The City of Rochester has several lead hazard control initiatives that are currently 
working to address lead poisoning in children.  The City provides financial assis-
tance to homeowners and landlords to create lead-safe housing.  The City works 
together with Monroe County to provide lead-safe housing units under the HUD 
grant program.  In conjunction with, and supported by, the City of Rochester, the 
CPLP is implementing a public communications campaign designed to develop a 
variety of educational materials and neighborhood-based programs for increasing 
lead hazard awareness. 
 
The City of Rochester has received three funding awards from HUD’s Office of 
Healthy Homes and Lead Hazard Control, which have provided the City with 
funding to expand its Lead Hazard Control efforts.  These awards, along with the 
$8.8 million the City has committed to these efforts, provide $16.8 million to 
combat lead poisoning (City of Rochester 2005c). 
 
2.3.1.1 “City LEAD” 
City LEAD is funded through HUD grants, the City of Rochester, and private 
funds, totaling approximately $16 million (City of Rochester 2005c).  Financial 
assistance is provided to homeowners and landlords in Rochester through “City 
LEAD.”  This initiative is geared toward providing funding to “high-risk” proper-
ties located in “at-risk” neighborhoods within the city limits.  “City LEAD” pro-
vides forgivable loans of up to $24,000 per unit in order to create 600 units of 
lead-safe housing by 2008.  Eligible owners receive a risk assessment to identify 
any lead hazards present in the unit and are required to attend an 8-hour lead-safe 
maintenance and work practices training program.  Lead hazard control work is 
performed by trained contractors.   
 
This program includes funding for lead hazard evaluations, child blood lead test-
ing, education and outreach, and communication campaigns.  The City also con-
tracts with the Housing Council to assist the City with the intake process for land-
lord applications and provides local landlords with lead-safe workshops and other 
information.  Another aspect of the “City LEAD” initiative is geared towards con-
tractor training.  The City offers a free training course to enable contractors to 
gain EPA certification for lead abatement work.  The goal is to produce a mini-
mum of 100 EPA-certified contractor workers by December 2005. 
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2.3.1.2 Other City Initiatives 
The City has funded a 2-year communication campaign designed to reach popula-
tions most affected by lead poisoning.  This campaign is being undertaken by the 
Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning.  The work of this campaign has included 
media productions, community presentations, development of education materi-
als, and neighborhood-based programs for increasing lead hazard awareness. 
 
“Get the Lead Out”  
The 2-year “Get the Lead Out” (GLO) initiative is part of the City’s outreach and 
education component of its lead hazard control initiative.  The University of 
Rochester and Action for a Better Community have undertaken this initiative, 
which focuses on primary health care, housing, and education in at-risk neighbor-
hoods within the city.  GLO originally began to work within the Jay/Orchard 
Street neighborhood and has expanded to provide assistance to over 100 families 
throughout the city. 
 
“Dust Wipes for All” 
As part of the GLO initiative, the City provides funding to Action for a Better 
Community to run “Dust Wipes for All.”  The focus of this initiative is to screen 
for the presence of lead hazards by providing lead dust wipes to residents located 
in the target neighborhoods and to provide services to families enrolled in GLO. 
 
2.3.2 Monroe County Lead-Based Paint Initiatives  
The MCDPH has instituted lead hazard initiatives and has operated a Childhood 
Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (CLPP) for more than 30 years.  CLPP pro-
gram provides various services and programs to the local community.  Through 
this program, the county conducts environmental assessments, provides educa-
tional outreach, and responds to complaints of improper lead hazard activities.   
 
2.3.2.1 Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
The MCDPH has implemented a comprehensive Childhood Lead Poisoning Pre-
vention Program that provides various services and programs to the local commu-
nity.  The MCDPH provides the following services for the community: 
 
■ Maintains a LEADTRACK database, which provides information on over 

90,000 children in Monroe County who have been tested for elevated blood 
lead levels.  The database also includes homes that have been determined to 
be lead safe, which is shared with the Monroe County Department of Human 
and Health Services (MCHHS) and various community-based organizations 
that provide housing assistance. 

 
■ Provides outreach to families of children with elevated blood lead levels 

greater than 10µg/dL. 
 
■ Conducts environmental assessments of all residences of children with blood 

lead levels grater than 20µg/dL.  The assessments include a full educational 
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intervention, identification of lead hazards, issuance of a Notice of Demand to 
inform the homeowner of the time frame given to eliminate all identified haz-
ards, and now require clearance testing to verify compliance.  Through this ef-
fort, lead control work has been conducted at 1,035 housing units. 

 
■ Provides educational outreach on lead poisoning to the general public, health 

professionals, property owners, contractors, and other community organiza-
tions.  

 
■ Responds to complaints of improper lead hazard control activities.  The 

county can issue Cease-and-Desist Orders to stop any unsafe activities, order 
cleanup of lead contamination, and verifies that cleanup is preformed prop-
erly. 

 
■ Provides free 8-hour Lead-Safe Work Practices training to teach lead-safe 

work practices to anyone who regularly disturbs lead-based paint.  The course 
provides information on containment, reduction/control, and cleanup of lead 
hazards.  

 
2.3.2.2 HUD Lead Hazard Control Grant 
Administers a HUD Lead-Based Paint Hazard Control Grant awarded in 2001.  
The $2.1 million grant funds a collaborative effort by the MCDPH, the City of 
Rochester, and the Greater Rochester Housing Partnership.  The grant is used to 
control lead hazards in 380 housing units in high-risk neighborhoods. 
 
2.3.2.3 Healthy Neighborhoods Grant 
MCDPH received a 3-year, $100,000 Healthy Neighborhood grant from the New 
York State Department of Health for the prevention of childhood lead poisoning.  
The grant is funding the outreach and environmental staff to conduct individual 
lead investigations in over 200 homes in the six highest risk zip code areas in 
Rochester.  The investigations will target homes with children without previously 
elevated blood levels.  In addition to the investigations, each household will be 
given educational information about the hazards of lead, along with an interven-
tion kit with various important household items.  
 
2.3.3 Community-based Initiatives 
Several community groups assist in the community’s efforts to eliminate lead poi-
soning.  These groups are committed to eliminating lead poisoning through pre-
vention and education; identifying funding options to remove lead from homes; 
and advocating for the implementation of lead poisoning legislation.  These ef-
forts are working together to achieve the goal of eliminating lead poisoning in 
children. 
 
2.3.3.1 The Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning 
The Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning was originally formed as the Rochester 
Lead Free Coalition in 2000 to combat the issue of childhood lead poisoning.  
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This coalition is a community-wide organization of governmental and nongov-
ernmental entities that has been a local advocate for prevention of lead poisoning 
through education, legislation, and better housing.  The Coalition’s mission is to 
“provide leadership and advocacy in a local effort to empower the community 
and its residents to prevent the lead poisoning of children by creating an envi-
ronment that is free of lead hazards” (CGR 2002).  The ultimate goal of the Coa-
lition is to assess community needs and develop strategies to make Monroe 
County lead-safe by 2010.  

 
The Coalition formed the Fund the Fix Work Group to research information and 
make recommendations on how to provide resources to eliminate lead from the 
community, especially in low-income neighborhoods.  The Work Group’s goal 
was to identify, develop, and disseminate various funding options for homeown-
ers and landlords to remediate lead hazards in their homes.  The Work Group also 
provided information to the community about how homeowners can obtain addi-
tional funding. 
 
The Work Group developed a Fund the Fix Report that found that many public 
and private funding resources are available, and that some landlords and home-
owners may face limitations in obtaining the available funding.  Some of the limi-
tations identified include a high loan-to-value ratio on the property, impaired 
credit, and limited income, among others.  The findings of the report showed that 
little to no resources exist for landlords who do not qualify for government pro-
grams, especially smaller landlords (Coalition to Prevent Lead Poisoning 2004). 
 
2.3.3.2 “Get the Lead Out” 
The 2-year “Get the Lead Out” (GLO) initiative is part of the City’s outreach and 
education component of its lead hazard control initiative.  The University of 
Rochester and Action for a Better Community have undertaken this initiative, 
which focuses on primary health care, housing, and education in at-risk neighbor-
hoods within the city.  GLO originally began to work within the Jay/Orchard 
Street neighborhood and has expanded to provide assistance to over 100 families 
throughout the city. 
 
2.3.3.3 “Dust Wipes for All” 
As part of the GLO initiative, the City provides funding to Action for a Better 
Community to run “Dust Wipes for All.”  The focus of this initiative is to screen 
for the presence of lead hazards by providing lead dust wipes to residents located 
in the target neighborhoods and to provide services to families enrolled in GLO. 
 
2.4 Review of Efforts in Other Cities that Have Adopted 

Similar Lead Ordinances 
Rochester is not the first city to attempt to implement a lead poisoning prevention 
ordinance.  Cities such as Milwaukee, New Orleans, and New York City, among 
others, have introduced lead hazard legislation similar to the ordinances proposed 
for Rochester.  All of these ordinances, similar to the proposed ordinances, re-
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quire the maintenance and/or elimination of presumed lead hazards, with the goal 
of eliminating lead poisoning in children.   
 
2.4.1 Milwaukee, Wisconsin 
2.4.1.1 Pilot Ordinance 
The City of Milwaukee, Wisconsin, enacted a 3-year Residential Rental Property 
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Control Pilot Project (also known as the Community 
Lead-Safe Zone Ordinance).  This lead-based paint project began on May 1, 1999, 
and was administered by the Milwaukee Health Department (MHD).  The provi-
sions of this ordinance were designed to control lead-based paint hazards in pre-
1950 rental properties in two high-risk neighborhoods located within the City.  
The ordinance required owners of rental properties to control lead hazards, pass a 
MHD risk assessment or reinspection, and procure a lead-based paint hazard con-
trol certificate by May 1, 2000. 
 
The ordinance required the owners of properties found to have possible lead haz-
ards to perform lead hazard control on deteriorated windows, to stabilize other 
deteriorated lead-based paint surfaces, and to maintain the units.  Owners were 
also required to perform visual inspection of units and perform “essential mainte-
nance practices,” if needed, whenever tenants notified them about a suspected 
lead hazard and whenever tenants vacated the premises.  The ordinance prohibited 
owners from evicting any tenant because the tenant notified the City of possible 
lead hazards.  Units that were found not to be in compliance were subject to rent 
withholding. 
 
In order to reduce costs to homeowners, the costs of lead hazard controls could be 
defrayed by City/HUD grants, the certificate requirement was waived if grant 
funds were not available, and the risk assessments and reinspections were pre-
formed by the MHD at no charge.  In addition, the City offered free lead-safe 
work practices training.  The City was authorized to institute lead hazard controls 
in properties that were out of compliance and to levy a charge against the property 
for up to 40% of the property’s value. 
 
The Milwaukee ordinance was similar to the proposed Rochester ordinances in 
that it required lead hazard controls to be preformed by owners who were found 
to have possible lead hazards in the home.  The main difference between the Mil-
waukee ordinance and the proposed Rochester ordinances is that it applied only to 
pre-1950 buildings.  Another difference is that the Milwaukee ordinance included 
funding opportunities to reduce the cost of risk assessments and lead abatement.   
 
2.4.1.2 Evaluation of Pilot Ordinance 
Following the implementation of the Pilot Ordinance, a report was compiled by 
the National Center for Healthy Housing for the Milwaukee Health Department 
(MHD) and Battelle Memorial Institute to evaluate the effectiveness of the ordi-
nance.  This report, “The Milwaukee Pilot Ordinance: An Evaluation of the Im-
plementation Process,” discusses many of the findings of the implementation 
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process which has been incorporated and utilized where applicable throughout 
this GEIS.   
 
MHD actively organized the implementation of the pilot project.  According to 
the report, the highly organized MHD officials, in addition to HUD, secured fund-
ing for properties to become compliant, which were essential in the success of this 
program.  The first step of the implementation process was to notify effected 
property owners of the pilot project and the financing and technical assistance 
provided by the MHD.  The notification process included direct mailings, group 
meetings, and one-on-one outreach.  In order to ensure compliance, the MHD 
staffed four full-time, environmental inspectors, their supervisor and an adminis-
trative assistant, who were responsible for the ordinance enforcement effort. 
 
Over the course of the 3-year Pilot Ordinance, nearly one hundred percent of the 
target properties were inspected.  Of those properties inspected, 90% were found 
to need window treatment, 99% of those homes were successfully abated.  By the 
one-year deadline, the MHD had successfully brought 49% of the properties in 
the target areas into compliance.  Four months after the deadline, 77% of the 
properties were brought into compliance.  The study found that the average cost 
per property for the required lead hazard controls to be $1,613, with the average 
cost per unit for the owner at $434.  Nearly half of the owners in the target area 
did not incur any additional costs.  After the two-year re-inspection the MHD 
found that 80% of the homes were still in compliance with the MHD lead safe 
housing standard. 
 
As a result of this pilot project, MHD has been able to develop a new voluntary 
primary prevention project which has resulted in the voluntary treatment of 100 
properties a month.  In coordination with this voluntary primary prevention, the 
MHD has secured funding for homes where children have been found to have 
high blood lead levels. 
 
The Milwaukee Pilot Ordinance report outlines several lessons learned from the 
implementation of the ordinance: 
 
■ Infrastructure and capacity:  Based on the implementation and enforcement 

process undertaken by the MHD, it learned that a major factor in the success 
of the ordinance was a strong infrastructure and a dedicated team of risk as-
sessors.  The MHD learned that the penalties for non-compliance must be se-
vere enough to raise the level of concern and change owner’s behavior. 
 

■ Clear Language:  The language within the ordinance must be extremely spe-
cific to the required actions and who is responsible for those actions.   
 

■ Resistance from property owners and tenants:  The MHD realized that it is 
important to understand why property owners and tenants resist complying 
with the ordinance.  The MHD learned that programs that use primary preven-



 
 

2. Regulations, Practices, Programs, and Policy 
 

 
02:002119_RH04_02-B1620 2-15 
R_Rochester DGEIS.doc-9/6/2005 

tion should have specific strategies for enforcement and softening resistance.  
These programs must also have a subsidy ratio or at least 3:1, intra-agency 
cooperation and a highly trained contractor base with the ability to complete 
projects in less than a week.  MHD found that although tenants generally 
didn’t resist the compliance, they would get frustrated if they were displaced 
for an extended period of time. 

 
■ Voluntary solutions:  Voluntary solutions to lead-based paint are only effec-

tive when the owners realize that a primary prevention approach is affordable, 
can be done in a short period of time, and is in their best interest.  As a result 
of the ordinance, MHD found that property owners outside of the pilot areas 
were interested in developing a proactive approach for their own communi-
ties.  This fully funded voluntary approach that developed outside the pilot 
project, decreased the requirements for staff resources and increased the num-
ber of units remediated. 

 
■ Owners of Multiple properties versus owners of one or two units:  The MHD 

found that owners of multiple properties complied quicker than those owners 
who owned just one or two properties.  This was due to the availability of 
funds and maintenance crews who could complete the work within a short 
time period.  Owners of units who owned just one or two properties generally 
had limited funds and were fully employed in a business other than contract-
ing/home improvement.  Many of these owners found that they didn’t have 
the time, financial ability or physical ability to comply with the ordinance 
within the required time period.  As a result of this, more enforcement actions 
fell on “smaller” owners. 

 
2.4.2 New Orleans, Louisiana 
The City of New Orleans, Louisiana, enacted the Lead Paint Poisoning Ordinance 
on August 2, 2001.  This ordinance is jointly administered by the Department of 
Health and the Department of Safety and Permits.  This ordinance governs all ac-
tivities that disturb or remove painted surfaces on the interior and exterior of 
buildings/structures that were built before December 31, 1978, and is intended to 
minimize the risk of lead poisoning due to painting operations. 
 
The ordinance presumes that any building built before December 31, 1978, con-
tains lead-based paint, which is only refutable by third-party testing.  The ordi-
nance prohibits the disturbance or removal of lead-based paint in any way that 
generates excessive amounts of lead-containing dust or excessive airborne lead 
concentrations during work, and requires containment barriers during such activi-
ties.  The ordinance prohibits all paint removal practices as outlined in 24 CFR 
35.140, and requires work site cleanup after paint removal. 
 
The ordinance also stipulates the notification procedures to be used during all 
paint disturbing activities.  Notification of any potential lead hazards present in 
the housing unit is required by property owners to bidding contractors and ten-
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ants, as well as the City of New Orleans Department of Health.  The contractor 
doing the lead hazard remediation must notify the owners and all tenants of the 
work being done and any potential lead hazards.  A sign warning of the hazards 
must be displayed during any power-sanding activities.  Paint retailers must post 
notices of the ordinance requirements. 
 
The ordinance contains an alternative penalty provision for first-time violators, 
which permits the fine to be suspended if the violator undergoes lead-safe work 
practice training.  In addition, property owners are prohibited from evicting a ten-
ant or increasing the rent in retaliation for the tenant’s notifying the City of a pos-
sible lead hazard.  This is an important part of the ordinance, since the ordinance 
is enforced through complaints. 
 
The New Orleans ordinance is similar to the proposed Rochester ordinances, in 
that they both require similar lead hazard controls to be implemented.  The sub-
stantial differences between the ordinances are: under the New Orleans ordinance, 
houses built before December 31, 1978, are assumed to contain lead-based paint, 
whereas the proposed Rochester ordinances make this assumption about struc-
tures built prior to January 1, 1978; and unlike the proposed Rochester ordi-
nances, the New Orleans ordinance includes notification procedures that must be 
followed during all paint disturbing activities, as well as a requirement that paint 
retailers post notices of the ordinance’s requirements.   
 
2.4.3 New York City, New York 
The City of New York enacted the Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Act on 
February 4, 2004.  The Department of Housing Preservation and Development 
and the Department of Health and Mental Hygiene are the administering agencies.  
The purpose of this ordinance is to eliminate lead hazards in multiple-family 
dwellings and pre-1960 private dwelling units that are not owner-occupied to pre-
vent lead poisoning in children.  The ordinance also includes additional code re-
quirements for daycare facilities. 
 
The ordinance presumes that lead-based paint is present in pre-1960 buildings, 
which can only be rebutted by the owner with an independent lead inspection.  
The owner is required to have a risk assessment done to identify any lead hazards.  
Annual inspections are required for units that are occupied by children under 7 
years old.  Owners must prevent the reasonably foreseeable occurrence of lead 
hazards in apartments and common areas, and using safe work practices the own-
ers must remediate the lead hazards and the underlying defects that may cause 
lead hazards.  The results of clearance tests performed by a third party must be 
provided to the tenant.  All units must be made “lead safe” before a tenant may 
occupy the premises.  
 
The New York City ordinance is the most recent of the ordinances, but it differs 
from the proposed ordinances in that it assumes that only pre-1960 buildings con-
tain lead-based paint and deals with multiple-family dwellings and private units 
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that are not owner occupied.  The ordinance also includes a provision for daycare 
centers and requires annual inspections of homes that are occupied by children 
under 7 years old.   
 
2.4.4 Other Ordinances/Statutes 
2.4.4.1 San Francisco, California 
The City/County of San Francisco have implemented two ordinances related to 
lead-based paint—the Work Practices for Exterior Lead-Based Paint (enacted 
January 5, 1998), and the Comprehensive Environmental Lead Poisoning Investi-
gation, Management and Enforcement Program (enacted December 23, 1992).  
These ordinances govern the disturbance and removal of painted surfaces on the 
exterior of buildings built before December 31, 1978, and educational programs 
that focus on the prevention of lead poisoning in children. 
 
2.4.4.2 Massachusetts 
The State of Massachusetts enacted the country’s first lead poisoning prevention 
law, the Lead Poisoning Prevention and Control Act, which became effective in 
1971.  The law was revised in 1987 and 1993.  This law requires owner-occupied 
and rental property owners to permanently control specified lead hazards in any 
unit where a child under the age of six resides.  This law also provides a 
$1,500/unit state income tax credit for owners who successfully complete perma-
nent controls.  The state also made grants and loans available to permanently con-
trol lead hazards. 
 
2.4.4.3 Cleveland, Ohio 
On August 11, 2004, the City of Cleveland, Ohio, enacted City Ordinance No. 
1027-04 relating to lead poisoning and lead hazards.  The purpose of this ordi-
nance is to prevent lead poisoning and protect human health by prohibiting im-
proper control of lead hazards during painting and remodeling and in deteriorated 
areas of all buildings within the city limits built before 1978.  The City of Cleve-
land’s Department of Public Health is the administering agency responsible for 
enforcing this ordinance. 
 



 

  
 

 
 
 
Alternatives 3 
 
 
 
 
This GEIS evaluates and compares two lead poisoning prevention ordinance al-
ternatives that have been introduced by sponsors in the City of Rochester.  The 
alternative ordinances seek to prevent resident poisoning from lead-based paint, 
but vary as to their critical components.  These proposals include the following: 
 
■ Enactment of a new Chapter to the Code of the City of Rochester (“the 

Code”), titled “Chapter 60: Lead Poisoning Prevention Code,” introduced by 
Councilman Mains (Introductory #20 of 2005) and 

 
■ A proposed amendment to Chapter 90 of the Code to add a new article titled 

“Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention,” Introduced by Mayor Johnson (In-
troductory #21 of 2005). 

 
A third alternative ordinance was offered by the NYS Coalition of Property Own-
ers and Businesses in their scoping comments and is also evaluated in this 
DGEIS. 
 
The following alternatives analysis describes the ordinances’ provisions in detail 
and assesses the key differences between the proposed ordinances.  The no-action 
alternative also is evaluated.  
 
3.1 Alternative 1:  Proposed Chapter 60: Lead Poisoning 

Prevention Code (Introductory #20, January 18, 2005) 
3.1.1 Description of Alternative 1 
Alternative 1 proposes that the Code be amended to include a new chapter titled 
“Chapter 60: Lead Poisoning Prevention Code.”  The proposed chapter includes 
five articles focusing on lead-safe housing standards, lead-safe work practices, 
lead disclosure requirements upon sale or lease of residential property, occupant 
protections, and enforcement.  The critical components of each of these articles 
are addressed below. 
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3.1.2 Evaluation of Alternative 1 
Article 1 requires the owner of “target housing” 1 to obtain and file a “Certificate 
of Lead Paint Poisoning Prevention Code Compliance” (hereinafter “Compliance 
Certificate”).  Owners would be required to file a Compliance Certificate upon: 
receiving notice from the City; citation for peeling or deteriorated paint; expira-
tion of a previously issued Compliance Certificate; or upon certain property trans-
fers.2
 
A Compliance Certificate would be issued following inspection of a dwelling by 
an EPA-certified inspector, risk assessor, or technician and determination that the 
property is free of lead-based paint hazards.  The inspection standards to be em-
ployed would be based upon those established in federal regulations (24 CFR Part 
35, Subpart R) for interior and exterior painted surfaces, and bare soil.  If the in-
spector determines that lead-based paint conditions exist, the conditions must be 
remedied by the property owner until levels meet prescribed clearance standards.   
 
Article 2 focuses on lead-safe work practices and applies when work involving 
the disturbance or removal of lead-based paint, or paint assumed to be lead-based, 
takes place.  Article 2 provides notification requirements and requires the prop-
erty owner or the contractor to provide notice of lead remediation work being per-
formed, by posted sign or written statement, to the City’s Director of the 
Neighborhood Empowerment Team (NET) Office, adjacent property owners, 
property tenants, and contract bidders prior to commencing work on the property.  
Notice requirements of the owner or contractor may be waived by the owner or 
tenant if a delay in work would pose an immediate threat to the safety or well-
being of the buildings’ occupants.  In addition, paint retailers are required to post 
notices near paint displays notifying paint purchasers about lead-based paint is-
sues.   
 
Article 2 prescribes methods for protecting building occupants during lead-based 
paint hazard reduction work, including safe work practices, work site preparation, 
and the relocation of occupants, if necessary, during performance of the work.  
Once an inspector has determined that a building has a lead-based paint hazard, 
hazard reduction activities must be conducted in compliance with Article 2 re-
quirements, and clearance testing and reevaluations are required at the conclusion 
of the hazard reduction work.   
 
Lastly, Article 2 includes provisions addressing non-compliance with, and viola-
tions of, the safe work, notification, and other requirements set forth therein.  Spe-
cifically, the Article prescribes a process for citizen complaints, City review and 
evaluation of complaints, and the maintenance of complaint records.  In addition, 
Article 2 authorizes the Director of the Neighborhood Empowerment Team 

                                                 
1  Target housing includes all residential rental housing constructed prior to 1978 and all owner-

occupied residential units constructed prior to 1960, with some listed exceptions. 
2  An owner may, in some circumstances, file a certification or sworn statement in lieu of a Cer-

tificate.  
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(NET) Office to enter, inspect, and sample; stop work; evacuate a building, resi-
dence, or work site; and require performance of specific remediation measures 
upon violations of Article 2 requirements.   
 
Article 3 addresses disclosure and other issues related to the transfer of property.  
The City’s Department of Community Development would be required to inform 
the public of their rights and responsibilities upon selling or leasing property.  Ar-
ticle 3 requires that the seller of any residential property built prior to 1978, or 
other property know to contain lead-based hazards, to complete an “Evaluation 
Upon Sale” checklist to determine whether any deteriorating paint conditions ex-
ist and whether any bare soil is proximate to the deteriorating paint.  The “Evalua-
tion Upon Sale” must be signed by the seller and provided to the purchaser.  Les-
sors must similarly complete an “Evaluation Upon Leasing” to be provided to the 
lessee.  The seller or lessor also must provide the purchaser or lessee with specific 
informational materials, disclose the presence of any known or presumed lead-
based paint hazard, provide copies of all lead hazard evaluations, and disclose 
whether a Compliance Certificate has been obtained for the property.  A special 
acknowledgement, as well as the federal Lead Warning Statement, also must be 
signed and must accompany contracts for sale or lease.  Notably, Article 3 re-
quires that sellers’ agents ensure compliance with this Article during transactions, 
establishes an ongoing notification duty for lessors, and provides a right of en-
forcement to private parties not party to the transaction.   
 
Article 4 prohibits a property owner from taking retaliatory action against a tenant 
who reports a suspected lead-based paint hazard to the owner or the City, and cre-
ates a rebuttable presumption that certain actions taken by the owner shall be 
deemed retaliatory if they take place within six months of the tenant’s complaint 
or an enforcement action by the City.  Article 4 also describes tenants’ right to 
terminate the lease and vacate the premises where there are lead-based paint con-
ditions threatening the life, health, or safety of the tenant.  In addition, Article 4 
designates a lead-hazard that has gone uncorrected for six months a “rent-
impairing violation,” thereby prohibiting the owner from receiving rental pay-
ments.  Lastly, Article 4 creates a private right of enforcement by any person, 
neighbor, or organization aggrieved by violation of the Chapter, enabling them to 
institute a judicial enforcement proceeding.   
 
Article 4 also requires the City of Rochester to develop and maintain two data-
bases: (1) a database identifying all properties for which a Compliance Certificate 
is required and whether a Compliance Certificate has been filed, and (2) a Volun-
tary Housing Registry database.  Both databases shall be open to public inspec-
tion3 and available on the internet.    
 
Article 5:  Enforcement is an incomplete section, with some reference to the en-
forcement provisions located in Chapter 90 of the Code.   
 
                                                 
3  No FOIA request is needed to inspect the databases. 
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3.2 Alternative 2:  First Proposed Amendment to Chapter 
90: Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention 
(Introductory #21, January 18, 2005) 

3.2.1 Description of Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 proposes an amendment to Chapter 90 of the Code and seeks to add 
a new Article titled “Lead-based Paint Poisoning Prevention.”  The proposed Ar-
ticle includes provisions for the inspection of pre-1978 buildings for deteriorated 
paint (and presumes said paint to be lead-based), lead-safe work standards, ten-
ants’ rights, and notification standards.   
 
3.2.2 Evaluation of Alternative 2 
Alternative 2 would require the inspection and evaluation of painted surfaces for 
deterioration in pre-1978 structures upon application or renewal of a Certificate of 
Occupancy.4  If deteriorated paint is detected, it must be remedied by one of four 
prescribed methods, all of which require certification by a certified lead-based 
paint inspector or risk assessor.5  If a property owner submits certification that all 
lead-based paint hazards on that property have been reduced and controlled, a 
clearance examination and clearance report would be needed to determine 
whether a deteriorated paint condition has been effectively remediated.  The re-
port would be prepared by a certified risk assessor or certified lead-based paint 
inspector and, upon submission, a Certificate of Occupancy may be issued or a 
lead-based paint violation cleared.  If the property does not pass the clearance 
evaluation, it must be cleaned and reevaluated until the property passes all neces-
sary criteria.  
 
Alternative 2 would mandate notice requirements, including the placing of warn-
ing signs in locations visible to adjacent properties prior to commencing lead-
based paint hazard reduction work, or written notice to adjacent property owners 
in lieu thereof.  In addition, the proposal requires the property owner to provide 
written notice to tenants, not less than three days prior to the start of hazard re-
duction work, that such work will be performed.  The proposal also prescribes 
practices to protect occupants and their belongings and prohibits occupants from 
entering the work site during hazard reduction activities.  Safe work practices, 
including the prohibition of certain paint-removal methods, would be required.   
 
The proposal would also protect tenants who report suspected lead hazards 
against retaliatory action and create a rebuttable presumption in favor of the ten-
ant for any action taken by the owner within six months of the tenant’s complaint.  
The proposal also states that the City shall continue to send notices to the County 
of Monroe listing any health and safety violations found in properties inspected 
by the City, including lead-based paint hazards.  Finally, Alternative 2 would pro-
vide for maintenance of a database listing all residential properties where lead 

                                                 
4  An inspection may also take place upon the filing of a complaint. 
5  Different certification requirements apply to properties regulated by an assisted housing pro-

gram. 
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hazards have been identified, reduced, and controlled with funds received by the 
City from HUD.  A second database would list all properties granted a Certificate 
of Occupancy after passage of the new ordinance.  The databases would be avail-
able for walk-in inspection by the public without FOIA request.  
 
3.3 Alternative 3:  Second Proposed Amendment to 

Chapter 90:  Lead-Based Paint Poisoning Prevention 
(NYS Coalition of Property and Business Owners) 

3.3.1 Description of Alternative 3 
Alternative 3 also proposes an amendment to add a new Article to Chapter 90 of 
the Code.   
 
3.3.2 Evaluation of Alternative 3 
This proposed ordinance would require the City to provide and pay for lead-based 
paint hazard inspections in conjunction with an application for a Certificate of 
Occupancy.6  Where an inspection results in the detection of lead-based paint haz-
ards exceeding de minimis levels, repairs would be required.  Special inspection 
requirements would apply to properties where children under age 6 reside.  The 
City would be required to provide a system of grants to property owners to aid in 
the performance of lead-based paint hazard reduction activities.  A clearance ex-
amination, to be provided and paid for by the City, would be performed in certain 
cases, and a clearance report would be issued to the property owner upon a find-
ing that no lead-based paint hazards remain.   
 
Notification requirements for work involving the disruption or removal of lead-
based paint are prescribed and include visible signage to notify people in abutting 
rights of way.  The City would provide these signs to any party performing hazard 
reduction work.7  Notice to tenants would also be provided, and tenants would be 
able relocate without penalty under certain circumstances.8  Tenants would be re-
sponsible for meeting certain standards of housekeeping and cleaning.  Lead-safe 
work practices and work site preparation procedures would also be prescribed.   
 
Under this alternative, the City would be prevented from taking any prosecutory 
action against any owner or occupant for violations based on evidence revealed 
during a voluntary inspection.  Tenants are protected from retaliatory action and 
are permitted to raise retaliatory action as a defense in certain actions, but the pro-
tection does not extend to occupants of owner-occupied dwellings with less than 
four units.  In addition, the proposal would permit a tenant to vacate the property 
and terminate the lease if an inspection reveals the existence of lead-based paint 
hazards and a child under the age of 6 resides in said property.   
 
                                                 
6  An inspection would also be required upon complaint or request by an owner or occupant. 
7  The signs should be provided at the same time the required building permit is issued, or within 

24 hours of a request therefore.    
8  If a tenant elects to relocate during hazard reduction activities and the activities would not be 

completed within 60 days, the tenant would have the right to terminate the lease. 
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The proposed article would require the City to develop and maintain a database of 
“lead-safe homes.”  The database would include properties for which a lead-based 
hazard clearance examination has been successfully completed, for which a Cer-
tificate of Occupancy has been granted, and for which lead hazards have been 
identified, reduced, and controlled with funds received by the City from HUD.  
The database would be available for public review at City Hall and also on the 
City’s Web site.   
 
This alternative would require the disclosure of known lead-based paint or lead-
based paint hazards by sellers or lessors.  In addition, any records or reports per-
taining to lead-based paint or lead-based paint hazards in the property would have 
to be provided to the purchaser or lessee.  The ordinance notes that no positive 
obligation is imposed on the seller or lessor to conduct evaluations or reduction 
activities.   
 
3.4 No-Action Alternative 
3.4.1 Description of the No-Action Alternative 
The no-action alternative would involve not incorporating any type of lead poi-
soning prevention ordinance into the Code of the City of Rochester.  The City 
would continue to address the lead poisoning issue using the existing programs 
and initiatives (which are addressed in Section 2).  
 
3.4.2 Evaluation of the No-Action Alternative 
Among the alternatives considered, the no-action alternative would be the least 
effective in reducing and controlling lead-based paint hazards potentially present 
in many homes in Rochester, and it would not further the City’s efforts to prevent 
human exposure to such hazards.  There are a number of effective programs and 
initiatives ongoing in the City of Rochester and Monroe County that address the 
lead poisoning issue; however, not adopting an ordinance would preclude a more 
comprehensive approach to addressing the lead hazard issue in the City.  Al-
though the no-action alternative is considered unreasonable, it is addressed in the 
GEIS to provide a baseline for comparison of the impacts of the alternative ordi-
nances. 
 
3.5 Key Variations and Differences in the Proposed Lead 

Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 
The matrix presented in Table 3-1 is designed to demonstrate the differences be-
tween the three proposed ordinances with respect to certain critical provisions. 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Affected Properties “Target Housing,” which includes all non-

owner occupied residential rental housing 
constructed prior to 1978, all owner-
occupied residential units constructed prior 
to 1960, and mixed-use properties 
constructed prior to 1978.  [§60-104(B)] 

Pre-1978 properties subject to Certificate 
of Occupancy requirements pursuant to 
Code §90-16; and properties that are 
subject of a complaint.  [§90-54] 

Properties subject to Certificate of 
Occupancy requirements pursuant to Code 
§90-16; properties subject to complaint; 
and properties owned/occupied by a party 
requesting a lead-based paint inspection.  
[§90-54(A), (C)] 

Exempt Properties Owner-occupied housing, state/federal 
housing for the disabled or elderly, and 
zero bedroom housing (studio/efficiency) 
are exempt unless a child 6 years of age or 
younger resides in, is expected to reside in, 
or is likely to play in or around such 
housing.  [§60-104(B)(1)]  
 
Dormitory housing, institutional housing, 
individual rooms in residential dwellings, 
and unoccupied residential property set to 
be demolished also is exempt.  [§60-
104(B)(2)]  

Properties taken by a governmental entity 
in a foreclosure proceeding that are vacant 
and secured and either (1) scheduled for 
demolition or (2) scheduled for sale within 
12 months.  [§90-61] 

Properties that are vacant and secured;  
however, vacant and secured properties 
with deteriorated exterior paint that is lead-
based or presumed to be lead-based shall 
be corrected unless the property is (1) 
scheduled for demolition or (2) scheduled 
for sale within one year.  [§90-62] 

Triggers for Inspection or 
Identification of Lead 
Hazards 

The need to obtain and file a Certificate of 
Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 
Compliance (“Compliance Certificate”), 
specifically: 
 
(1) receipt of a notice to obtain a 

Compliance Certificate; 
(2) upon citation of the property;  
(3) upon certain transfers of the property; 

and 
(4) upon expiration of a Compliance 

Certificate.  [§60-105(A)]   
 
Another trigger is the request of an 
occupant or another affected person.  [§60-
108(A)] 

Application for or renewal of a Certificate 
of Occupancy pursuant to Code §90-16; 
and the filing of a complaint.  [§90-54] 

Application for a Certificate of Occupancy 
pursuant to Code §90-16; the filing of a 
complaint; and upon request of an owner or 
occupant.  [§90-54(A), (C)] 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Who Performs Inspection? Property owner retains EPA-certified Risk 

Assessor or Lead-Based Paint Inspector if 
triggered by request of occupant or other 
affected person, the City shall perform, or 
cause to be performed the inspection.  
[§60-108(A)] 

City inspectors.  [§90-54] City inspectors or City-funded inspectors 
[§90-54] 

What Must be Provided to 
Property Owner or 
Occupant Upon Inspection? 

Not stated. Not stated. Occupants of the property shall be 
provided with a lead hazard information 
pamphlet.  [§90-54(E)] 

Who is Responsible for 
Payment of Inspection? 

Property owners unless the City is carrying 
out an enforcement action [§60-104(A)] 

The City.  [§90-54] The City [§90-54] 

Scope of Inspection The same standards used for the clearance 
examination; visual assessment, dust 
sampling, and paint samples (see below).  
[§60-106(B)] 

Inspection for deteriorated paint.  [§90-54] If inspection is triggered by Certificate of 
Occupancy, there shall be a visual 
assessment of interior and exterior surfaces 
for deteriorated paint and evidence of paint 
chips; inspection for the presences of bare 
soil [§90-54(A)] 
 
If inspection is complaint driven, only the 
area of the dwelling unit or common area 
complained of shall be inspected.  [§90-
54(C)] 

What is Required if 
Deteriorated Lead-based or 
Presumed Lead-based Paint 
or Other Lead-based Paint 
Hazards are Detected 
During Inspection?   

When a unit is found to contain lead-paint 
hazards, a plan for controlling the hazards 
using lead-safe work practices shall be 
prepared and controls put in place within 
sixty (60) days.  If the unit fails a clearance 
examination, a new plan requiring hazard 
controls shall be implemented within thirty 
(30) days.  Once the dwelling passes a 
clearance inspection, a Certificate with a 
six month duration shall be issued.  
Thereafter, new Certificates shall be 
renewed at six-month intervals until such 
time as the unit passes clearance without 
the need for new controls.  At that point, 
the unit will be  

The condition may be corrected by: 
 
(1) certification by a certified lead-based 

paint inspector or certified risk assessor 
that the property has been determined 
to be lead-free upon an inspection 
conducted in accordance with 24 CFR 
§35.1320; 

(2) certification by a certified lead-based 
paint inspector or risk assessor that all 
lead-based paint on the property has 
been identified and removed and 
clearance has been achieved in 
accordance with 24 CFR §§35.1320, 
35.1325 and 35.1340; 

If deteriorated lead-based or presumed 
lead-based paint is found in a dwelling 
occupied by a child under 6 years of age, or 
is for rent or for sale, the inspector may 
issue a Notice and Order requiring the 
correction of such condition.  [§90-55].   
 
Upon completion of such corrections, a 
second inspection shall be performed.  If 
the unit passes the visual inspection, dust 
wipe screening shall be performed on 
certain interior surfaces in order to obtain a 
clearance report.  [§90-54(B)]  
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
What is Required if 
Deteriorated Lead-based or 
Presumed Lead-based Paint 
or Other Lead-based Paint 
Hazards are Detected 
During Inspection?  
(continued) 

issued first a one-year Certificate and then 
three-year Certificates as provided for in 
§60-105(C)(1).  [§60-105(C)(2)] 
 
In addition, where a lead hazard had been 
identified, the clearance standards in 24 
CFR §35.1320(b)(2), including soil-lead 
hazard standards, shall be met before a 
“Certificate of Lead Poisoning Prevention 
Code Compliance” may be issued and 
filed.  With respect to porches, the standard 
required for clearance shall be 400 µg/dL, 
provided however, that if a porch is found 
to contain more than 40µg/dL the 
inspector, assessor or technician shall 
advise the occupants of the unit that the 
porch constitute a potential lead-paint 
hazard that requires continued caution and 
that the occupants should read and follow 
closely the information in the EPA 
brochure regarding lead safe maintenance 
practices such as frequent washing, and 
that brochure shall be provided to the 
occupants with the relevant passages 
highlighted. 
[§60-106(D)] 

(3) certification by the Rochester Housing 
Authority or other state/federal 
supervising agency that regulates an 
assisted housing program stating that 
the property is in compliance with 
inspection and clearance requirements 
and, if applicable, 24 CFR Part 35; and 

(4) certification by a certified risk assessor 
that all lead-based paint and hazards 
have been identified, reduced, and 
controlled, and clearance achieved in 
accordance with 24 CFR §§35.1320, 
35.1330, and 35.1340.  [§90-55] 

If a lead-based paint hazard is detected 
upon visual inspection, the commissioner 
shall recommend hazard reduction 
activities and, upon completion, a clearance 
report shall be issued upon: 
  
(1) certification by a certified lead-based 

paint inspector or risk assessor that the 
property was inspected and does not 
contain lead; 

(2) certification by a certified lead-based 
paint inspector or risk assessor that all 
lead-based paint has been identified 
and removed and clearance was 
achieved in accordance with 
(proposed) §90-57;  

(3) certification by the Rochester Housing 
Authority or other state/federal 
supervising agency that regulates an 
assisted housing program stating that 
the property is in compliance with 
inspection and clearance requirements 
and, if applicable, 24 CFR Part 35; and 

(4) certification by a certified lead-based 
paint inspector or  assessor that all 
lead-based paint and hazards have been 
identified, reduced, and controlled, and 
clearance achieved in accordance with 
(proposed) §90-57.  [§90-56(A)] 

When is a Clearance 
Examination Necessary? 

A clearance examination is necessary when 
a lead hazard is identified.  [§§60-105 ( 
C)(2), 60-106(D) and (E), 60-206(A)(6) ]  

After a lead condition is corrected via 
certification by a certified risk assessor  
that all lead-based paint and hazards have 
been identified, reduced, and controlled, 
and clearance achieved in accordance with 
24 CFR §§35.1320, 35.1330, and 35.1340.  
[§90-56] 

Upon implementation of hazard reduction 
activities.  [§90-56(A)] 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Who Performs the 
Clearance Examination? 

A certified risk assessor, certified lead-
based paint inspector, or a person who has 
successfully completed an EPA-accepted 
training course for sampling technicians.  
[§60-106(A) 

A certified risk assessor or certified lead-
based paint inspector.  [§90-56(A)] 

A certified risk assessor or certified lead-
based paint inspector provided by the City.  
[§90-57(A)] 

Who is Responsible for 
Payment of Clearance 
Examination? 

Property Owners.  [§60-106(D)] Property Owner.  [§90-55(D)] The City.  [§90-57(A)] 

What is the Scope of 
Clearance Examination? 

Examinations shall include a visual 
assessment and dust sampling and should 
be conducted to comply with 40 CFR 
§745.227(e)(8).  Random sampling is 
appropriate for multi-unit properties with 
more than 10 dwellings according to 40 
CFR §745,227(e)(9).  [§60-106(B)(1)] 
 
If exterior painted surfaces have been 
disturbed due to hazard reduction, the 
ground and outdoor living areas close to 
the affected exterior painted surfaces shall 
be examined.  [§60-106(B)(3)] 
 
Dust sampling shall be performed 
according to 24 CFR §35.1315.   
[§60-106(B)(3)] 

Examination shall be performed in 
dwelling units, common areas, and exterior 
areas (including porches) in accordance 
with 40 CFR §745.227.   
 
If exterior painted surfaces have been 
disturbed due to hazard reduction, 
maintenance or rehabilitation activity, the 
ground and outdoor living areas close to 
the affected exterior painted surfaces shall 
be examined.   
 
The examination shall consist of visual 
assessment, dust sampling in accordance 
with 24 CFR §35.1315, and interpretation 
of sampling results. 
 
For complaint-driven inspections, 
examination shall be of only the dwelling 
unit or common area complained of.   
[§90-56(B)] 

Examination shall include wipe samples 
and dust sampling.  [§90-57(B)(3), (4)] 
 
If exterior painted surfaces have been 
disturbed, a visual assessment shall be 
made of the ground and outdoor living 
areas close to the painted surfaces.   
[§90-57(B)(2)] 
 
For complaint-driven inspections, 
examination shall be of the dwelling unit or 
common area complained of only.   
[§90-57(B)(5)] 

Clearance Examination 
Report 

Shall include: 
 
(1) address of property or specific 

dwelling, if applicable; 
(2) date of the examination; 
(3) name, address, EPA number and 

signature of examiner; 
(4) results of visual assessment; and 

Shall include: 
 
(1) address of property or specific 

dwelling, if applicable; 
(2) date of the examination; 
(3) name, address, EPA number and 

signature of examiner; 
(4) results of visual assessment; and 

Shall include: 
 
(1) address of property or specific 

dwelling, if applicable; 
(2) date of the examination; 
(3) name, address, EPA number and 

signature of examiner; 
(4) results of visual assessment; and 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Clearance Examination 
Report (continued) 

(5) results of dust sampling and 
name/address of processing laboratory.  
[§60-106(C)(1)-(2)] 

 
If hazard reduction or maintenance activity 
has taken place, the report also must 
include:  
 
(1) start and completion dates of activity; 
(2) name and address of each firm 

conducing the activity and the 
supervisor;  

(3) detailed description of the activity; and 
(4) description of soil hazard reduction, if 

applicable.  [§60-106(C)(3)] 
 
If abatement is performed, the report shall 
be a 40 CFR §745.227(e)(10) abatement 
report.  [§60-106(C)] 

(5) results of dust sampling and 
name/address of processing laboratory. 
 
If abatement is performed, the report shall 
be a 40 CFR §745.227(e)(10) abatement 
report.  [§90-56(C)]   

(5) results of dust sampling and 
name/address/EPA number of 
processing laboratory; and 

(6) detailed written description of any 
abatement performed.  [§90-57(B)] 

Clearance Standards Under Alternative 1, the clearance 
standards are essentially identical as those 
discussed under Alternative 2 and 3, but 
are described slightly different, as follows.   
 
Clearance standards in 24 CFR 
§35.1320(b)(2) shall generally apply.   
 
With respect to porches, the standard for 
clearance shall be 400 µg/sq. ft.; however, 
should the porch contain more than 40 
µg/sq. ft., the examiner shall advise the 
occupants and provide them with the EPA 
“Protect Your Family From Lead in Your 
Home” brochure (“EPA pamphlet”) 
highlighted to reflect relevant passages.  
[§60-106(D)]       

Under Alternative 2, the clearance 
standards are essentially identical as those 
discussed under Alternative 1 and 3, but 
are described slightly different, as follows.   
 
Dust-lead standards in 40 CFR §745.65(b) 
must be met for clearance, generally.   
 
With respect to porches, the standard for 
clearance shall be 400 µg/sq. ft.; however, 
should the porch contain more than 40 
µg/sq. ft., the examiner shall advise the 
occupants to read and follow the lead 
hazard information pamphlet.  [§90-56 (D)] 

Under Alternative 3, the clearance 
standards are essentially identical as those 
discussed under Alternative 1 and 2, but 
are described slightly different, as follows.   
 
Dust level standards are 40 µg/sq. ft. for 
floors, 250 µg/sq. ft. for interior 
windowsills, and 400 µg/sq. ft. for window 
troughs.   
Clearance levels for bare soil in play areas 
is 400 parts per million; for other areas, 
1,200 parts per million. 
 
For porches, the standard for clearance 
shall be 400 µg/sq. ft.; however, should the 
porch contain more than 40 µg/sq. ft., the 
examiner shall advise the occupants to read 
and follow the lead hazard information 
pamphlet.  [§90-57(C)]        
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
What Occurs Upon 
Completion of Clearance 
Examination? 

If clearance standards are met, a 
Compliance Certificate will be issued.  
[§§60-105, 60-106] 
 
If clearance standards are not met, the 
surfaces shall be recleaned, treated by 
hazard reduction, and retested until 
clearance levels are met and a Compliance 
Certificate is issued.  [§60-106(E)] 

If clearance standards are met, a Certificate 
of Occupancy may be issued or lead 
violation cleared.  [§90-56(D)] 

If clearance has been achieved, a clearance 
report shall be issued to owner, occupant, 
and City.  [§90-54(D)] 

Notice to City (prior to 
commencement of LBP 
work) 

The property owner or contractor working 
on owner’s behalf must provide written 
notice to the City prior to commencing 
work disturbing or removing lead-based 
paint.  [§60-203(A)] 

Not stated. Not stated. 

Notice to Adjacent Property 
Owners and Occupants 
Regarding Exterior Lead-
Based Paint Hazard 
Reduction Work 

The property owner or contractor shall post 
signs before commencing exterior lead-
based paint work.  The sign must meet 
certain size and language requirements.   
 
If a sign cannot be posted, notice in written 
form to the occupants of adjacent 
properties shall be sufficient.  [§60-203(C)] 

The property owner or contractor 
performing lead-based paint hazard 
reduction work upon an exterior surface 
shall post signs in a conspicuous location 
meeting certain size and language 
requirements.  The sign must be posted 
prior to commencing work. 
 
If a sign cannot be posted, notice in written 
form (i.e., letter or memo) to the occupants 
of adjacent properties shall be sufficient. 
[§90-57(D)]  

Prior to commencing any lead-based 
hazard reduction work for which a building 
permit is required under Code §39-207, the 
owner or contractor must post a sign or 
signs meeting certain size and language 
requirements in visible locations.   
 
If a sign cannot be posted, the owner or 
contractor shall notify the occupants of 
adjacent properties by first-class mail at 
least 3 days prior to commencing work.   
[§90-58(B)] 

Notice to Property Tenants 
Regarding Interior and/or 
Exterior Lead-Based Paint 
Hazard Reduction Work 

The property owner shall provide written 
notice to property tenants no less than 3 
days prior to commencing work on the 
building and provide tenants with an EPA 
pamphlet.  Such notice shall be in both 
English and Spanish and comply with 40 
CFR §745.  [§60-203(D)] 

The property owner shall provide written 
notice to property tenants no less than 3 
days prior to commencing hazard reduction 
work and provide tenants with a lead 
hazard information pamphlet.  Such notice 
shall be in both English and Spanish and 
comply with 40 CFR Part 745 and include 
specific language. 
[§90-57(E)] 

Property owner shall provide written notice 
to property tenants not less than 24 hours 
prior to commencing work and provide 
tenants with a lead hazard information 
pamphlet.  Such notice shall meet certain 
language requirements.  [§90-58(C)] 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Notice by Contractor If work is being performed by a contractor, 

the contractor shall notify the property 
owner of potential lead hazards during the 
project by providing the owner with an 
EPA pamphlet.  [§60-203(E)] 

If hazard reduction work is being 
performed by a contractor on residential 
property, the contractor shall notify the 
property owner of potential lead hazards 
during the project by delivering to the 
owner a copy of the lead hazard 
information pamphlet at least 3 days prior 
to commencing work.  [§90-57(F)] 

If hazard reduction work is being 
performed by a contractor, the contractor 
shall provide the signs, notice, and lead 
hazard information required by (proposed) 
§90-58(B) and (C) [§90-58(D)] 

Provision of Signs, 
Pamphlets, and Notices 

The City shall make sample forms and 
signs available to the public.  [§60-203(B)-
(D)] 
 
The City shall make the EPA pamphlet 
available to the public.  [§60-303(B)] 

Not stated. The Commissioner shall provide the signs 
required by (proposed) §90-58(B) at the 
same time a building permit is issued for 
the reduction work or within 24 hours of a 
written request therefore.  [§90-58(B)(3)] 
 
The Commissioner shall provide copies of 
form letters, notices, and lead hazard 
information pamphlets within 24 hours of a 
written request therefore.  The form notice 
should also be available on the City’s Web 
site.  [§§90-58(E), 90-63] 

Notice to County With respect to households in which 
renters receive assistance through the 
Monroe County Department of Human and 
Health Services, the City shall send notices 
to the County describing identified lead 
hazard conditions and other information 
necessary pursuant to Social Services Law 
§143-b.  [§60-403] 

The City shall (continue to) send notices to 
the County of Monroe listing any lead-
based paint hazards identified upon 
inspection of properties by the City.  [§90-
63] 

The City shall send notices to the County 
of Monroe listing health and safety 
violations found during lead-based 
inspections conducted by or at the direction 
of the City.  [§90-64] 

Notice by Paint Retailer, 
Tool or Equipment Supplier 

Sellers and retailers of paint and anyone 
renting or selling tools or equipment 
commonly used to disturb painted surfaces 
are required to post a sign informing 
purchasers containing specific language.  
[§60-203(H) 

Not stated. Not stated. 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Exceptions to Notice 
Requirements 

A property owner may commence or 
authorize the commencement of hazard 
reduction work less than 3 days after 
providing notices should there be an 
emergency or upon written request of a 
tenant to do so.  [§90-57(G)-(H)] 

A property owner may commence or 
authorize the commencement of hazard 
reduction work less than 3 days after 
providing notices should there be an 
emergency or upon written request of a 
tenant to do so.  [§90-57(G)-(H)] 

A property owner may commence or 
authorize the commencement of hazard 
reduction work without or less than 24 
hours after providing signs and notices 
should there be an emergency condition or 
upon written request of a tenant to do so.  
[§90-58(F)-(G)] 

Who Pays for Lead-based 
Hazard Reduction and/or 
Abatement Work? 

Not stated.   Not stated.   The property owners, but subsidized by a 
system of grants to the property owners 
provided by the Community Development 
Department and budgeted by the City 
Council.  The grants shall be distributed 
under certain guidelines.  [§90-56(B)] 

Occupant Protection During 
Hazard Reduction Work 

Occupants shall not be permitted to enter 
work site during hazard reduction work and 
may enter only after work is finished and 
clearance achieved, if applicable.     
 
Occupants shall be temporarily relocated 
during hazard reduction work under some 
circumstances.  [§60-204(A)] 

Occupants shall not be permitted to enter 
work site during hazard reduction work and 
may enter only when clearance has been 
achieved.  [§90-58(A)(1)]   
 
Occupants shall be temporarily relocated 
during hazard reduction work under some 
circumstances.  [§90-58(A)(2)] 

Tenants shall be permitted to relocate 
during hazard reduction activities under 
some circumstances and shall not be liable 
for rents accruing during the relocation 
period.  [§90-59(A)(1)] 

Work site Preparation and 
Safe Work Practices 

The work site shall be prepared to prevent 
the release of leaded dust, paint chips, and 
other debris.  A warning sign consistent 
with 29 CFR §1926.62(m) shall be posted 
at each room where reduction work is 
taking place or at each main and secondary 
entranceway.  [§60-204(B)] 
 
The work site shall be secured against 
unauthorized entry and occupant’s 
belongings shall be protected from 
contamination. 
[§§60-204(A)(3), 60-205(B)] 

The work site shall be prepared to prevent 
the release of leaded dust, paint chips, and 
other debris.  A warning sign consistent 
with 29 CFR §1926.62(m) shall be posted 
at each room where reduction work is 
taking place or at each main and secondary 
entranceway.  [§90-58(B)]   
 
The work site shall be secured against 
unauthorized entry and occupant’s 
belongings shall be protected from 
contamination.  [§90-57(A)(3)] 

Practices that contain and prevent/minimize 
the release of lead dust and other debris 
shall be used.  [§90-59(B)] 
 
The work site shall be secured against 
unauthorized entry and occupant’s 
belongings shall be protected from 
contamination.  [§90-59(A)(2)] 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Work site Preparation and 
Safe Work Practices 
(continued) 

Any party may report violations of safe 
work practices by filing a complaint with 
the City.  Upon evaluating the complaint, 
the City may enforce safe work practices 
and/or impose penalties.   
[§§60-207, 60-208, 60-209] 

  

Prohibited Methods of 
Lead-Based Paint Removal 

All methods of paint removal listed in 24 
CFR §35.140 are prohibited except where 
painted surfaces do not exceed de minimis 
levels.  [§60-205(A)] 

The removal methods listed in 24 CFR 
§35.140 shall not be used except where 
painted surfaces do not exceed de minimis 
levels.  [§90-59(B), (E)] 

Certain removal methods (very similar to 
those referenced in Proposed Amendment 
to Chapter 90 No. 1) shall not be used 
except where painted surfaces do not 
exceed de minimis levels.  [§90-60(B), (D)] 

Ongoing Maintenance 
Requirements 

If a property is determined to have lead-
based paint hazards, the owner is required 
to perform annual visual inspections and to 
stabilize and control the hazards.  The 
property would be reevaluated to determine 
the status of hazards.  [§60-206] 

Not stated. Not stated. 

Protection Against 
Prosecution 

Not stated. Not stated. Owner shall not be prosecuted for any 
evidence revealed during a voluntary lead 
inspection.  [§90-63(A)]  
 
Occupants shall not be prosecuted for any 
evidence revealed during a voluntary lead 
inspection.  [§90-63(A)] 

Protection Against 
Retaliatory Action 

Prohibits owner from taking retaliatory 
action against a tenant who reports a lead-
based paint hazard to the owner or the City; 
creates a rebuttable presumption that an 
owner’s attempt to raise rent, cut services, 
refuse to renew, or evict within 6 months 
after any report to the owner or the City, or 
any enforcement action regarding a 
suspected lead hazard, is retaliatory except 
in instances of nonpayment of rent and 
commission of waste upon the premises.  
[§60-402(A)-(B)] 

Prohibits owner from taking retaliatory 
action against a tenant who reports a lead-
based paint hazard to the City; creates a 
rebuttable presumption that an owner’s 
attempt to raise rent, cut services, refuse to 
renew, or evict within 6 months after any 
report to the owner or the City, or any 
enforcement action regarding a suspected 
lead hazard, is retaliatory except in 
instances of nonpayment of rent and 
commission of waste upon the premises.  
[§90-62] 

Prohibits owner from taking retaliatory 
action against an occupant but does not 
apply to owner-occupied dwellings with 
less than four units.  [§90-63(G)] 
 
Creates a rebuttable presumption that the 
owner/landlord is acting in retaliation if the 
owner/landlord serves a notice to quit, 
instituted an action or proceeding to 
recover possession, or attempts to 
substantially alter the terms of the lease 
within 6 months after a tenant makes a 
good 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Protection Against 
Retaliatory Action 
(continued) 

  faith complaint or an inspection made with 
the consent of the tenant revealed lead-
based paint hazards.  [§90-63(C)(2)] 
 
Operates as an affirmative defense in 
occupant’s action to recover real property 
or possession thereof, but is not available 
for actions based upon nonpayment of rent 
and lease violations.  [§90-63(D), (G)(4)] 

Tenants/Occupants Rights 
to Terminate Lease 

Any resident of a rental dwelling unit who 
has been notified that said dwelling unit 
contains a lead-based paint condition 
determined to be detrimental to life, health, 
or safety shall have the right to vacate and 
terminate the lease.  [§60-407] 
 
If lead hazards in a dwelling unit are not 
controlled within 60 days after disclosure 
(see below), the tenant may vacate without 
violating the lease agreement.   
[§60-306(B)] 

Not stated. If tenant elects to relocate during hazard 
reduction activities and the activities would 
not be completed within 60 days, the tenant 
shall have the right to terminate the lease.  
[§90-59(A)(3)] 
 
If a lead inspection reveals the existence of 
lead-based paint hazards in a dwelling unit 
where a child under the age of 6 resides, 
the tenant has the right to vacate the unit 
and terminate the lease.  [§90-63(B)] 

Additional Protections, 
Rights, and Causes of 
Action 

Lead hazardous conditions in multiple 
dwellings that have gone uncorrected for 6 
months constitute “rent impairing 
violations.”  Notice of the violations would 
be sent to both the owner and tenants, and 
the owner would not be entitled to recover 
rent from the tenants until the violation is 
cleared.   
 
In addition to providing tenants with the 
above notice, the City shall notify the 
tenants of additional rights under Real 
Property Law §235-b and Real Property 
Actions and Proceedings Law §755.   
[§§60-404, 60-405] 

Not stated. Not stated. 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Community Awareness The City shall establish and maintain a 

database identifying all properties for 
which a Compliance Certificate is required 
to be filed and indicating whether a 
Compliance Certificate was filed and the 
date it was filed.  [§60-409(A)] 
 
The city shall maintain a Voluntary 
Housing Registry to which shall be added, 
at the owner’s request, the address and 
contact information for any property for 
which the owner demonstrates that a 
certified lead assessor, inspector, or 
technician affirms the absence of lead 
hazards.  [§60-409(B)]  Both databases 
shall be open to the public for inspection 
and available on the internet without FOIA 
request.  [§60-409(D)] 

The City shall maintain a publicly 
accessible database listing all residential 
properties where lead hazards have been 
identified, reduced, and controlled with 
funds received by the City from the United 
States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development , which require that such a 
database be maintained.  The City also 
shall maintain a database of all residential 
properties granted a Certificate of 
Occupancy after the effective date of this 
ordinance.  [§90-64(A)] 
 
Both databases shall be open to public 
inspection and no FOIA request shall be 
needed to inspect.  [§90-64(B)] 

The City shall maintain a “lead-safe 
homes” database listing properties that 
have achieved clearance, received a 
Certificate of Occupancy after the effective 
date of the (proposed) Article, and 
properties where lead hazards have been 
identified, reduced, and controlled with 
funds received by the City from the United 
States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, which requires that such a 
database be maintained.  [§90-62(A)] 
 
The database shall be available for public 
inspection and on the City’s Web site, and 
no FOIA request shall be needed to inspect.  
[§90-62(B)] 

Disclosure and Other 
Requirements Upon 
Property Transfer 

The City shall prepare a lead hazard 
“Evaluation Upon Sale” and “Evaluation 
Upon Leasing” checklist to be made 
available to all sellers, lessors, and other 
transferors.  [§60-303(A)] 
 
Sellers and lessors shall inspect property 
prior to transfer using the evaluation 
checklists.  The checklists should be 
provided to the purchasers/tenants.   
[§60-304(A)] 
 
Sellers and lessors must provide purchasers 
and tenants with the EPA pamphlet and an 
insert summarizing (proposed) Chapter 60.  
Sellers/lessors must disclose known lead 
hazards and whether a Compliance 

Not stated.   The seller or lessor shall disclose to the 
purchaser or tenant the presence of any 
known lead-based paint or hazards in or 
around the transferable property.  The 
seller or lessor shall provide the purchaser 
or tenant with records or reports regarding 
lead-based paint in or at the property, a 
lead hazard information pamphlet, and a 
notice containing specific language.  [§90-
64(A)] 
 
The seller/lessor shall permit the purchaser 
a 10-day period to conduct a lead-based 
paint assessment prior to purchase.   
[§90-64(B)] 
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Table 3-1 Comparison of Alternative Lead Poisoning Prevention Ordinances 

 
Alternative 1:  Proposed New Chapter 
60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code 

Alternative 2:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 1):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 

Alternative 3:  Proposed Amendment to 
Chapter 90 (No. 2):  Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention 
Disclosure and Other 
Requirements Upon 
Property Transfer 
(continued) 

Certificate is needed or has been obtained 
for the property.  The sellers/lessors also 
must provide the purchasers/tenants with 
records or reports regarding lead-based 
paint hazards and the property.   
[§60-304(B)(1)-(4)] 
 
Sellers/lessors must allow 
purchasers/tenants 10 days to conduct a 
lead-based paint inspection prior to 
purchase.  [§60-304(B)(5)] 
 
All contracts for the transfer of property 
constructed prior to 1978 and other 
properties containing lead-based paint must 
be accompanied by the Federal Lead 
Warning Statement and an 
Acknowledgement.  [§60-304(C)] 
 
Sellers/lessors must disclose any known 
lead-based paint hazards to any agent 
working on their behalf.  The agent must 
inform the sellers/lessors of their 
obligations regarding (proposed) Chapter 
60.  [§60-304(E)-(F)] 
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3.6 Summary of Alternatives  
As demonstrated by the above summaries and the matrix presented in Table 3-1, 
the three alternatives are similarly drafted but differ with respect to their require-
ments and specific directives.  With only a few exceptions, the same types of 
properties would be subject to lead-based paint inspections under each alternative.  
In addition, the inspection standards and work site and safety practices are sub-
stantially similar in each alternative, presumably because they are based upon the 
same federal standards.  However, the proposed amendment under Alternative 3 
imposes more stringent inspection requirements for properties where young chil-
dren reside.  Community awareness provisions in the proposals also are substan-
tially similar.   
 
A notable difference between the alternatives is the procedure by which the City 
would implement the lead-based paint inspection programs.  Under the proposed 
amendments to Chapter 90 (Alternatives 2 and 3), a Certificate of Occupancy ap-
plication would be the primary method by which lead-paint inspections would be 
initiated.  Under the proposed new Chapter 60 (Alternative 1), however, imposes 
the requirement to file a Certificate of Lead Poisoning Prevention Code Compli-
ance, separate and distinct from a Certificate of Occupancy, would be the primary 
method by which lead-paint inspections would be initiated. 
 
A second notable difference between the alternatives is the City’s funding and 
other direct participation in the lead-paint inspections.  The proposed amendment 
to Chapter 90 under Alternative 3 would specifically require the City to provide 
and pay for EPA-certified inspectors to perform lead-based paint inspections, 
clearance inspections, and to create a grant program to assist property owners 
with hazard reduction work.  Alternative 3 also requires the City to recommend 
the appropriate lead hazard reduction measures required for properties.  The City 
also would be responsible for providing signs and forms to property owners and 
contractors upon request, whereas the other proposals have no such requirements, 
or only require the City to retain a sample sign or form for review.   
 
The alternatives also differ with regard to their notice requirements.  Alternative 1 
(the proposed new Chapter 60) requires the property owner to give notice to the 
City upon commencement of work that would involve potentially disturbing or 
removing lead-based paint, but the other proposals do not.  In addition, the pro-
posed new Chapter 60 would require paint and tool retailers to post a notice, 
whereas there is no similar requirement under the other alternatives. 
 
The alternatives also vary with respect to the extent of protection and rights they 
afford to owners and tenants.  The proposed amendment to Chapter 90 under Al-
ternative 3 would prevent the City from taking any prosecutory action against any 
owner or occupant for violations based on evidence revealed during a voluntary 
lead inspection.  Generally, however, Alternative 1 (the proposed new Chapter 
60) provides the most protection by providing the most liberal lease termination 
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options, permitting private causes of action, and designating the failure to correct 
lead hazards within a specific period of time a rent-impairing violation.   
 
Lastly, the proposals differ with respect to the requirements imposed upon the 
transfer of properties.  The proposed amendment to Chapter 90 under Alternative 
2 does not impose any disclosure or related requirements upon transfer.  Alterna-
tive 3 includes disclosure requirements on sale or lease.  Alternative 1 (the pro-
posed new Chapter 60) would provide the most comprehensive disclosure and 
transfer requirements, and also imposes requirements upon agents working on be-
half of sellers.  These provisions mirror existing federal requirements. 
 
A comprehensive evaluation of impacts associated with each of these three alter-
natives on resources in the City of Rochester is provided in Section 5 of this 
GEIS. 
 



 

 
02:002119_RH04_02-B1620 4-1 
R_Rochester DGEIS.doc-9/6/2005 

  
 

 
 
 
Existing Environment 
 
 
 
 
Section 4 provides a description of environmental, social, and economic resources 
that maybe affected by the implementation of the proposed action.   
 
4.1 Methodology 
Numerous studies and analyses of the lead poisoning issue in the City of Roches-
ter and Monroe County have been completed in recent years.  (Section 8, Refer-
ences, lists the reports and journals articles that were used in the development of 
this GEIS.)  These studies provided the background information for this analysis 
and, in part, the description of the existing environment.  Demographic and hous-
ing information obtained from these studies has been updated with current data 
where available. 
 
Information used to develop this GEIS was gathered from various sources, includ-
ing the City of Rochester Bureau of Housing and Project Development, the Roch-
ester Housing Authority, and the Monroe County Department of Public Health, 
along with several other reports generated by nongovernmental organizations and 
information provided by key community stakeholder groups.  This information is 
presented in the following section and provides the basis for the impact analysis 
presented in Section 5. 
 
This analysis is based on and evaluated against some of the key risk factors that 
are known to be associated with lead-based paint hazards and lead poisoning, es-
pecially in children who are believed to be most susceptible to lead poisoning (see 
Section 4.7).  The housing and demographic characteristics statistically associated 
with elevated blood lead levels include age of housing, tenure (owner/renter), age 
of individual, race, income, educational attainment, and housing value (CGR 
2002).   
 
4.2 Land Use 
Land in the City of Rochester is densely developed with a wide range of urban 
land uses (see Table 4-1).  Commercial, community service, and public service 
properties account for 20.7%, 10.4%, and 8.6% of land use, respectively.  The 
predominant land use in the city, however, is residential, accounting for 6,742 
acres, or 35.8% of the total land area.   
 

4 
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Table 4-1 Land Use 
Land Use Acres Percent 

Residential 6,742 35.8% 
Commercial 3,892 20.7% 
Community Service 1,952 10.4% 
Public Service 1,609 8.6% 
Manufacturing/Industrial 1,550 8.2% 
Vacant 1,295 6.9% 
Recreational and Entertainment 894 4.8% 
Park, Public Land, and Other 880 4.7% 
Total 18,815 100.0% 
Source:  City of Rochester 2005a.   

 
Residential development is widely distributed throughout the city, spreading out-
ward from the city’s central business district to its municipal boundaries.  The dis-
tribution of residential and other land uses in Rochester is depicted by Figure 4-1.   
 
4.3 Community Facilities and Resources  
The City of Rochester has significant community facilities and resources to offer 
its residents and visitors.  Rochester is a culturally diverse area, with numerous 
unique neighborhoods catering to different lifestyles, interests, and demographics.  
The city is situated on the shore of Lake Ontario, and the Genesee River flows 
through the city center.  The city has 42 recreation centers, 880 acres of parks, 
and 11 public libraries (City of Rochester 2004). 
 
Public Safety 
Rochester is divided into two police sectors, with just over 700 police officers.  
Sixteen fire stations are located throughout the city, employing approximately 
520 firefighters (City of Rochester 2004).  
 
Schools 
The Rochester City School District serves approximately 34,000 students in pre-
K through grade 12 and an additional 15,000 adult students in continuing educa-
tion programs.  The district operates 39 elementary schools, 16 secondary schools 
(middle and high school), one adult/family learning center, and several alternative 
education programs (http://www.rcsdk12.org/).  This does not include private 
schools located in the city.   
 
4.4 Certified Lead Abatement and Evaluation Firms 
There are approximately 14 certified lead-based paint evaluation firms in the 
Rochester area.  These firms are EPA-certified and are trained to perform lead 
evaluations to identify and eliminate lead hazards in old structures, such as resi-
dential homes.  A more detailed discussion of lead abatement requirements, train-
ing, and lead-safe work practices is presented in Section 2. 

http://www.rcsdk12.org/
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Figure 4-1
Land Use within the City of Rochester

(Source: City of Rochester, 2005; ESRI, 2005)
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4.5 Socioeconomic 
4.5.1 Population 
The Rochester MSA, as in many other Upstate New York metropolitan areas, is 
experiencing both population loss and urban sprawl.  These trends have been oc-
curring over the past several decades.  In the period between the 1990 and 2000 
census, there was population growth in the Rochester metropolitan statistical area 
(MSA); however, the population in the city itself declined (an approximately 5% 
decline from 1990 to 2000).  Table 4-2 presents the population characteristics and 
trends in the city. 
 

Table 4-2 Population and Demographics 
 1990 % 2000 % 

Total Population 231,636 100 219,773 100
 White  141,952 61 105,391 48
 Black or African American 73,102 32 82,980 38
 Am. Indian/Alaska Native 1,003 - 1,269 1
 Asian  3,752 2 4,693 2
 Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  NA - 97 -
 Other 11,797 5 25,336 12
Total Population 231,636 100 219,773 100
 Hispanic Origin 18,936 8 27,869 13
 Non-Hispanic Origin 212,700 92 191,897 87
Total Population 231,636 100 219,773 100
 Aged < 6 years old 25,588 11 20,438 9
 Aged 6 years old or above 206,048 89 199,335 91
Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 2005. 
 
Note: The number of Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islanders in 1990 is combined with and accounted for 
under the “Asian” category. 

 
There was a significant drop in the percent of white residents in the city from 
1990 to 2000.  This suggests that a significant portion of the 5% population loss 
from 1990 to 2000 was the white population moving either to the surrounding 
suburbs or out of the area.  The percentage of Black or African American resi-
dents experienced a moderate increase of about 6% from 1990 to 2000.  The resi-
dents of the city represent 21% of the population of the entire Rochester MSA; 
however, it accounts for 71% of the total minority population residing in the 
MSA.  Conversely, the population of whites residing in the city comprises 12% of 
the entire white population residing in the MSA (City of Rochester 2005b).   
 
There also were slight shifts in the proportion of Hispanic and non-Hispanic 
populations and children under the age of 6.  The percent of the total population 
that is Hispanic in the City of Rochester increased from 1990 to 2000 by 5%.  In 
addition, the percent of children under the age of 6 decreased slightly, by 2% (or 
about 5,000 children). 
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4.5.2 Economy, Employment, Poverty  
 
Economy 
Rochester’s economy has been manufacturing-based since the early twentieth 
century.  The foundation of the economy included the manufacture and distribu-
tion of photographic, optical, and precision equipment by the Eastman Kodak 
Company, Xerox Corporation, and Bausch and Lomb.  The presence of these and 
other firms have earned Rochester the title of “The World’s Image Center.”  (City 
of Rochester 2005b). 
 
Employment 
The major sectors of employment, in the city are listed in Table 4-3.   
 

Table 4-3 Resident Employment for the City of Rochester 
Industry Employment 

Education/Health/Social Services 25,618
Manufacturing 16,751
Retail Trade 9,719
Professional/Management/Scientific 8,505
Arts/Entertainment/Accommodation/Food 7,866
Construction 5,830
Finance/Insurance/Real Estate 3,743
Transportation/Warehousing/Utilities 3,411
Information 3,265
Public Administration (Government) 2,547
Wholesale Trade 2,495
Source:  City of Rochester 2005b. 

 
Shifting economic trends resulting from the globalized marketplace and access to 
inexpensive foreign labor has directly impacted the manufacturing sector within 
the city.  Over the past several decades, all of the major employers in Rochester 
(Kodak, Xerox, and Bausch and Lomb) have significantly reduced their labor 
force.  Employment throughout the manufacturing sector is declining in Rochester 
and throughout the Rochester MSA.   
 
This job loss, specifically in the manufacturing sector, has resulted in an increas-
ing unemployment rate in recent years.  Job losses in the industrial sector of the 
city have resulted in an unemployment rate that typically exceeds that of Monroe 
County and New York State.  Table 4-4 presents annual unemployment statistics 
from 2001 to 2004 for Rochester, Monroe County, and New York State. 
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Table 4-4 Unemployment Statistics 
 City of Rochester Monroe County New York State 

2001 7.5 5.2 4.9 
2002 9.8 5.6 6.2 
2003 9.9 5.6 6.4 
2004 7.4 5.4 5.8 
Source:  City of Rochester 2004. 

 
Poverty 
According to the 2000 Census, 54,713 individuals (25%) were living below the 
poverty level in the City of Rochester (U.S. Census Bureau 2005).  Disparities 
exist between the rate of poverty experienced by different racial groups through-
out Rochester.  In 2000, Blacks or African Americans comprised nearly 40% of 
the City’s entire population, while the rate of poverty for individuals within this 
group was 34%.  In 2000, white residents comprised nearly 50% of the City’s 
population, but only 16% of the white population lived below the poverty level.  
Table 4-5 highlights some of the minority populations and their respective pov-
erty level status.   
 

Table 4-5 Individuals Living Below the Poverty Level (by race) 

Population Demographic 
Percent Below 

Poverty 
Race 
White 16% 
Black and African American 34% 
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 57% 
American Indian and Alaska Native 32% 
Asian 21% 
Other 39% 
Ethnicity 
Hispanic or Latino 42% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2005. 

 
4.5.3 Tax Revenues 
In 2003 and 2004, revenues received by the City of Rochester exceeded the City’s 
expenses, which increased the overall net assets of the City for two consecutive 
years.  Approximately 25% of the annual revenues in 2003 and 2004 came di-
rectly from property taxes in the City, meaning taxes on property paid by home 
and business owners is a large and very substantial revenue source for the City.  
The only source of revenue greater than that of property taxes is from “sales and 
other taxes.”  The single largest expenditure allocation by the City is to the school 
district, which comprises approximately 25% of the total expenditures.  Table 4-6 
presents details on the City of Rochester’s revenues and expenditures for 2003 
and 2004. 
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Table 4-6 City of Rochester Revenues and Expenditures (in thousands of dollars) 
 2004 Percent 2003 Percent 

Program Revenues 
 Charges for services 110,698 21 107,392 21
 Operating grants and contributions 35,116 7 44,557 9
 Capital grants and contributions 24,035 5 16,221 3
General Revenues  
 Property taxes 132,497 26 127,305 25
 Sales and other taxes 147,308 29 144,003 28
 Government aid 62,128 12 61,816 12
 Other 5,251 1 5,998 1

Total Revenues 517,033  100 507,292 100
Expenses 
 General Government 60,241 12 43,950 9
 Police 84,091 17 76,955 16
 Fire 51,688 10 49,210 10
 Emergency Communications 10,523 2 9,834 2
 Transportation 24,937 5 26,265 5
 Environmental Services 20,376 4 19,692 4
 Parks and Recreation 18,516 4 18,958 4
 Library 11,148 2 11,356 2
 Comm. and Econ. Development 30,039 6 43,275 9
 Interest on long-term debt 3,921 1 4,162 1
 Allocation to school district 126,100 25 126,100 26
 Water 24,950 5 23,583 5
 War memorial 3,455 1 3,426 1
 Parking 6,450 1 6,821 1
 Cemetery 2,285 1 2,060 -
 Public market 618 - 672 -
 Refuse 23,424 5 20,322 4
 Port 0 - 8 -

Total Expenses 502,762 100 486,649 100
Excess of revenues over expenses 14,271 - 20,643 -
Transfers 0 - 0 -
Increase in net assets 14,271 - 20,643 -
Net assets – beginning 720,396 - 699,753 -
Net assets – ending 734,667 - 720,396 -
Source:  City of Rochester 2004.   

 
4.5.4 Neighborhood Designations 
For purposes of this analysis, it was necessary to identify study area neighbor-
hoods.  For this study, the city will be described using its 29 neighborhood desig-
nations, which are presented geographically on Figure 4-2 and listed in Table 4-7.  
The boundaries of these 29 neighborhoods follow 2000 census block group 
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boundaries; therefore, specific census characteristics for each of the neighbor-
hoods can be obtained and a comparative analysis conducted.  It should be noted 
that the neighborhoods used in this GEIS are based upon the neighborhoods pro-
filed in CGR 2002.  There are minor differences from the CGR report, most likely 
due to the method of aggregating 1990 and 2000 census boundaries in the CGR 
report as opposed to using strictly 2000 boundaries, which is done in this analysis. 
 

Table 4-7 Study Area Neighborhoods 
14621 North Maplewood East 
14621 South Maplewood West 
The 19th Ward Mayors Heights 
Atlantic-University North Marketview Heights 
Beechwood Northland-Lyceum 
Charlotte Park Avenue 
Cobbs Hill Pearl-Meigs-Monroe 
Corn Hill POD/CHAC/BEST 
Culver-Winton-Browncroft South Marketview Heights 
Edgerton South Wedge 
Ellwanger-Barry/Swillburg Strong 

Susan B. Anthony Genesee-Jefferson and 
Plymouth-Exchange UNIT and Lyell-Otis 
Homestead Heights Upper Falls 
Inner Loop-Alexander Upper Monroe 
Source:  CGR 2002; U.S. Census 2005. 

 
For a further description of all 29 study area neighborhoods in the city, refer to 
Appendix B. 
 
4.6 Housing 
This section provides a comprehensive description of the housing market in the 
city of Rochester, including information on the age and general condition of the 
housing stock. 
 
The housing stock in the City of Rochester can be described as primarily a mix of 
single- and two-family homes with a more limited number of larger, multi-unit 
complexes. 
 
4.6.1 General Housing Data 
Table 4-8 presents key housing characteristics for the City of Rochester (U.S. 
Census 2005).  While this data does not summarize the city’s housing stock in its 
entirety, it provides the framework from which housing data can be examined in 
more detail with respect to those units and populations potentially most affected 
by the proposed ordinance alternatives.  As the table illustrates, the overall popu-
lation of the city is decreasing, as is the overall number of housing units in the 
city.  Also of note from these statistics is that the overall housing occupancy rate 
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is decreasing (-3.6%), while experiencing a very modest 1.5% increase in the 
number of renter households between 1990 and 2000. 
 

Table 4-8 Housing Stock Data for the City of Rochester 

 1990 Percent 2000 Percent 
Percent 
Change

Population 231,636 NA 219,773 NA (5)
Number of Housing Units 101,154 NA 99,820 NA (1)
 Owner occupied 41,188 44 35,777 40 (13)
 Renter occupied 52,419 56 53,226 60 2
 Total occupancy 93,607 NA 89,003 NA (5)
 Vacant Units 7,547 NA 10,817 NA 43
Occupancy Rate 92.5 NA 89.2 NA  (4)
Vacancy Rate 7.5 NA 10.8 NA 44
Year Structure Built 

Since 1980 3,051 3 4,458 4 46
1970 to 1979 8,560 8 7,892 8 (8)
1960 to 1969 7,583 7 8,349 8 10
1950 to 1959 10,245 10 11,813 12 15
Pre-1950 71,715 71 67,308 67 (6)

Source:  U.S. Census 2005. 
 
Key:  NA = Not available. 
 
Note:  On the table, the numbers for structures built from 1950 to 1959 and 1960 to 1969 increase slightly 
between the 1990 and 2000 Census.  This is probably due to slight changes in what the U.S. Census Bureau 
considered the City of Rochester boundaries to be between the two decades.   

 
Table 4-8 also indicates that the housing stock in the city is relatively old, with 
67% having been built prior to 1950.  With respect to this GEIS, it is important to 
note those structures built prior to 1978, the first year in which the use of lead-
based paint in homes was no longer permitted.  Due to a lack of more detailed an-
nual data, the pre-1980 figure will be used to estimate the number of homes po-
tentially containing lead.  The number of pre-1980 housing units is 95,362 or ap-
proximately 96% of all units. 
 
4.6.2 Property Values 
According to the City of Rochester’s Consolidated Community Development 
Plan, Rochester’s housing market has softened in recent years.  Multiple factors 
are responsible for this condition.  In part, the population of the city has decreased 
due to a shrinking employment market.  In addition, an increase in the construc-
tion of residential units in suburban areas outside the city limits has drawn resi-
dents out of the city, as home buyers are often drawn to neighborhoods that offer 
what is perceived as potentially better schools and public safety.  This develop-
ment is in line with national trends (City of Rochester 2005b).   
 
Property values in Rochester have been generally declining over the past decade.  
Statistics show that the overall assessed value of taxable property in the city has 
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decreased by over $850 million since 1995.  As can be seen in Table 4-9, there 
has been a decline in property values every year since 1995. 
 

Table 4-9 Assessed Value of Taxable Property 
(in thousands of dollars) 

Year Assessed Value 
Percent 
Change 

1995 $5,590,260  
1996 $5,500,840 (2) 
1997 $5,202,935 (5) 
1998 $5,120,347 (2) 
1999 $5,072,605 (<1) 
2000 $5,044,246 (<1) 
2001 $4,802,407 (5) 
2002 $4,789,488 (<1) 
2003 $4,779,118 (<1) 
2004 $4,735,334 (<1) 

Source:  City of Rochester 2004. 
 
The assessed value is not always an accurate representation of the actual market 
value, since this information is often outdated.  Historic data for home sales in the 
City of Rochester for the years 1993 to 2004 was obtained from the New York 
State Office of Real Property Services (see Figure 4-3).   
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Figure 4-3 Average Sales Prices for One-, Two-, and Three-family 
Year-round Residences in the City of Rochester 

 
Home sale prices for one- and two-unit properties have not changed significantly 
since 1993.  In other areas of the state and country, there has been a substantial 
increase in the value of the housing market, but Rochester did not experience this 
growth in value.  From 2000 to 2004 the average sale price for a single-family 
home in the city increased by 6.5%, while in Monroe County as a whole the in-
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crease was 12% (see Figure 4-4 for Monroe County data).  This indicates that the 
housing market in the City of Rochester is stagnant compared with the surround-
ing areas and national trends.   
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Figure 4-4 Average Sales Prices for One-, Two-, and Three-family 

Year-round Residences in Monroe County 
 
As with many U.S. cities, Rochester is experiencing a level of urban sprawl, 
where many middle and upper income families are moving out of the cities to the 
first- and second-tier suburbs.  This leaves behind those less affluent families that 
are unable to afford to move, or own their own homes (see Section 4.5.2 - Econ-
omy, Employment, and Poverty).  Due in part to the migration of people and 
wealth to the suburbs, many neighborhoods in the city have experienced declining 
property values.   
 
4.6.2.1 Tax Foreclosure 
Another indicator of a depressed housing market is the number of tax foreclo-
sures, which indicates that the property owner is either unable or unwilling to pay 
the taxes on the property.  Nonpayment of taxes often means that there is mar-
ginal value in the home and the property owner would rather lose the property 
than pay the required taxes.  The City begins tax foreclosure action on properties 
after taxes are past due for one year.  The City provides tax installment agree-
ments of up to 5 years to taxpayers demonstrating financial hardship if the prop-
erty complies with City codes (City of Rochester 2004).  Table 4-10 shows the 
number of properties foreclosed on for tax purposes in the city and those that 
were returned to the tax roll after successful negotiation and sale.  Overall, the 
number of foreclosures increased significantly from 1995 to 2004 (by 227, or over 
300%).  
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Table 4-10 Tax Foreclosure and Disposition Statistics for Rochester, 
New York 

Year 
Number of 

Foreclosures 

No. of Properties 
Sold at Auction or 

Negotiated Sale 

Assessed Value of 
Properties Sold and 

Returned to Tax Rolls
1995 75 143 $690,785 
1996 118 159 $356,623 
1997 130 250 $702,500 
1998 223 112 $365,106 
1999 228 125 $365,000 
2000 227 130 $360,000 
2001 313 185 $518,000 
2002 294 209 $585,200 
2003 324 482 $1,266,000 
2004 302 376 $948,000 

Source:  City of Rochester 2004. 
 
4.6.2.2 Mortgage Foreclosure 
Another indicator of a depressed housing market is the number of mortgage fore-
closures, which indicates that the property owner is either unable or unwilling to 
pay the mortgage on the property.  Nonpayment of mortgage often means that 
there is marginal value in the home and the property owner would rather lose the 
property than make payments on the mortgage.  Table 4-11 shows the number of 
properties foreclosed on for non payment of mortgage purposes in the city and the 
estimated gross and net loss to the mortgage grantor.  Overall, the number of fore-
closures increased significantly from 1990 to 1999 (by 639, or over 277%), result-
ing in an estimated total loss of $131 million over the same time period. 
 
Table 4-11 Residential Mortgage Foreclosure for Rochester, 

New York 

Year 
Number of 

Foreclosures 

Estimated Total 
Judgment Amount 

(Gross Loss) 
Estimated Total Loss 

(Net Loss) 
1990 361 $20,470,866 $7,215,307 
1991 540 $30,621,240 $10,792,980 
1992 611 $34,647,366 $12,212,057 
1993 662 $37,539,372 $13,231,394 
1994 588 $33,343,128 $11,752,356 
1995 539 $30,564,534 $10,772,993 
1996 640 $36,291,840 $12,791,680 
1997 716 $40,601,496 $14,310,692 
1998 896 $50,808,576 $17,908,352 
1999 1000 $56,706,000 $19,987,000 

Source:  The Housing Council 2000. 
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4.6.3 Housing Market Characteristics and Affordability 
The emigration from the city to the suburbs in recent years, as discussed in Sec-
tion 4.6.2, Property Values, has resulted in the housing units in the city now being 
occupied mainly by renters rather than owners.  Home ownership initiatives in 
Rochester, geared at increasing the home ownership rate in the city, suggest own-
ing a home may, for many, be more affordable than renting (City of Rochester 
2005b). 
 
4.6.3.1 Rental Market 
The rental housing market in Rochester represents a significant portion of the to-
tal housing stock.  Throughout the city, there are many different categories of 
renters.  The following section examines and identifies the number of renters that 
experience what is referred to as a “cost burden” or “severe cost burden” in meet-
ing their monthly housing payments, whether that represents rent or mortgage. 
 
Table 4-12 presents a general breakdown of all the city’s renters and homeowners 
and the level of burden based upon their household income level.  The cost of 
housing can be expressed as a portion of a household’s total gross income spent 
on housing costs.  For renters, this includes rent plus utilities; for homeowners, it 
includes mortgage payments, taxes, insurance, and utilities.  “Cost burden” is de-
fined as more than 30% of total gross income spent on housing costs, and “severe 
cost burden” is defined as more than 50% of total gross income spent on housing 
costs (City of Rochester 2005b). 
 
Cost burden is a problem for 80.5% of the 22,676 “extremely low income” house-
holds, regardless of whether they are renters or homeowners; however, it should 
be noted that there are many more renters (19,297), than owners (3,379) at this 
income level.  While the cost burden is not quite as severe for “very low income” 
and “low income” households, it is still prevalent for all types of renters across 
the city (almost 50% experiencing a cost burden, and almost 30% experiencing a 
severe cost burden). 
 
4.6.3.2 Description of Housing Affordability 
A cursory glance at the housing and income data for the City of Rochester would 
present a place with a median home value of $61,300 and a median family income 
of $27,123.  Putting these two figures in perspective might immediately indicate 
that the average City family can afford to buy a home ($27,123 * 2.5 = $67,808), 
going by the generally accepted mortgage affordability ratio of 2.5 times income.  
It indicates that the average family would qualify for a mortgage of up to $67,808 
in order to buy a primary residence.   
 
On the rental side, the United States Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s 2005 published fair market rents range from $511 for a studio, to $878 for 
a four-bedroom housing unit.  Again, taking Rochester’s median family income of 
$27,123 and without making adjustments for taxes, an average family in Roches-
ter can reasonably afford to pay about $678 (30% of median family income) on 
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housing.  However, when compared with HUD-published fair market rents for the 
City of Rochester, this indicates that the average City family must spend well 
above 30% of its income on housing for units with two or more bedrooms. 
 

Table 4-12 Cost Burden and Severe Cost Burden by Tenure and Income Level 
Cost Burdened Households (HHs) Renters % Owners % Total % 
0 to 30% MFI HHs 19,297 36.3 3,379 9.5 22,676 25.5

Cost Burden Burden >30% 15,650 81.1 2,595 76.8 18,245 80.5
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 13,103 67.9 2,071 61.3 15,174 66.9
30 to 50% MFI HHs 10,684 20.1 4,107 11.5 14,791 16.6

Cost Burden Burden >30% 7,126 66.7 2,579 62.8 9,705 65.6
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 1,741 16.3 1,228 29.9 2,969 20.1
50 to 80% MFI HHs 10,922 20.5 7,080 19.8 18,002 20.2

Cost Burden Burden >30% 2,665 24.4 2,952 41.7 5,617 31.2
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 208 1.9 538 7.6 746 4.1
Total < 80% MFI HHs 40,903 76.9 14,566 40.8 55,469 62.4

Cost Burde  Burden >30% 25,441 62.2 8,127 55.8 33,568 60.5
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 15,052 36.8 3,837 26.3 18,889 34.1
80% and > MFI HHs 12,282 23.1 21,175 59.2 33,457 37.6

Cost Burden Burden >30% 270 2.2 1,398 6.6 1,668 5.0
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 37 0.3 85 0.4 122 0.4
Rochester Total HHs 53,185 100.0 35,741 100.0 88,926 100.0

Cost Burden Burden >30% 25,711 48.3 9,524 26.6 35,235 39.6
Severe Cost Burden Burden >50% 15,089 28.4 3,922 11.0 19,011 21.4
Source:  City of Rochester 2005b. 
 
Key:   

MFI = Median Family Income 
Extremely Low Income = 0 to 30% MFI 
Very Low Income = 30 to 50% MFI 
Low Income = 50 to 80% MFI 

 
4.6.3.2.1 Assessment of Income and Housing Costs 
Of the universe of 88,926 households, 35,235 (39.6%) spend more than 30% of 
their household income on housing costs; for renters this payment includes rent 
paid by the tenant plus utilities, and for owners, mortgage payment, taxes, insur-
ance and utilities.  The number of households spending more than 50% of their 
household income on housing costs is 19,011 (21.4%). 
 
Of the 88,926 total households in Rochester, 26% earn less than 30% of the me-
dian family income; which approximates 22,676 households living at or below the 
poverty level.  Amongst families living at or below the poverty level, 85% are 
renters, while 15% own their primary residences.  Additionally, eighty percent of 
the households living in poverty spend 30% or more of their household income on 
housing costs, while 66.9% spend half or more of their household income on 
housing.  
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4.6.3.2.2 Housing Supply 
Census data indicates that there are 6,990 occupied rental housing units affordable 
to households living at or below 30% of the median family income; with an addi-
tional 813 units vacant for rent.  The data indicates that there are no owned or for 
sale units affordable to this income group.  This supply demonstrates a very sig-
nificant mismatch with the demand of 22,676 households for whom this is the 
only affordable housing if they were to spend no more than 30% of their house-
hold income on housing costs.  This represents a ratio of 2.9 households per each 
affordable rental unit in the 30% of median family income group.  The disparity 
between supply and demand at this level is staggering.    
 
Seventeen percent (14,791) of total households earn between 30% and 50% of 
median family income.  There are more affordable rental units available for 
households in this income range.  Census data indicates that there are 23,997 oc-
cupied rental units in this affordability range, with an additional 3,566 vacant for 
rent units.  
 
Owned or for sale units become affordable to households with incomes in the 
30% to 50% of the median family income range for the area.  There are 27,316 
affordable ownership units in this range, and 1,316 vacant units.    
 
The Democrat and Chronicle reports that for the period between January 2005 
and July 2005, 1,046 sales of single family homes occurred with a median sale 
price of $55,650.  Taking this more recent median sale price of $55,650 and as-
suming a 95% mortgage at 5.71% for 30 years, the monthly principle, interest, 
taxes, and insurance total approximately $499 per month.  This indicates that 
home ownership is more affordable than renting when compared to HUD’s pub-
lished fair market rents which call for $687 rent for a two-bedroom, or $824 for a 
three-bedroom unit.  
 
4.6.3.2.3 Assisted Housing:  Public Housing, Section 8, and 

Privately-Owned Subsidized Housing 
Assisted housing is supplied through three avenues: the Section 8 rental assis-
tance program, which could be either tenant- or project-based; public housing and 
privately-owned subsidized housing.  There exist approximately 9,582 such hous-
ing units in the City of Rochester.  Section 8 and public housing supply the high-
est number of affordable housing units for very low income households (incomes 
less than 50% of median family income).  
 
The Rochester Housing Authority (RHA) administers the Section 8 program and 
reports that they currently assist 6,667 housing units, most of which are tenant-
based.  They report that in 2005, almost $40 million will be provided in rental as-
sistance to the greater Rochester community.   
 
As noted in Table 4-13, RHA owns and manages a stock of 2,342 public housing 
units; 1,318 (56.3%) are available to adults aged 50 and older, and to persons with 
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disabilities; and 1,024 (43.7%) are available to families.  These units have a low 
vacancy rate (2.5%) and RHA maintains a waiting list of 2,684 households.  Ad-
ditionally, RHA provides assistance to another 573 units through other programs 
including shelter plus care.  
 

Table 4-13 Assisted Housing Program Inventory 
Category # Units 

Public Housing Units 
Families 1,024 
Elderly/Disabled 1,318 
Assisted Housing Units 
Tenant- and Project-based vouchers 6,667 
Other Programs 
Shelter plus care, moderate rehab, etc. 573 

Total 9,582 
 
There are approximately 8,898 privately-owned subsidized housing units within 
the City.  Of this total, 5,320 (60%) are family units, while the remaining 3,583 
(40%) are designated elderly and disabled units.   
 
It cannot be assumed that there is an equitable match of needy households occu-
pying the supply of assisted affordable housing.  As an example, extremely low 
income households total 22,676, while the assisted housing supply in its entirety 
totals 10,150 units, resulting in a demand/supply shortfall for at least 12,521 
households.  Of the extremely low income households, 19,297 (85%) are renters, 
including 8,534 households having at least two related persons.  Taken together 
with the fact that more than 80% of the renter cohort (15,650) in this income 
group (0 to 30% MFI) spend more than 30% of their income for housing, it can be 
surmised that most extremely low income households reside in unassisted, pri-
vately owned housing.  
 
4.7 Human Health 
Childhood lead poisoning is a major health concern, potentially affecting thou-
sands of children living in pre-1978 homes in the city of Rochester.  According to 
the New York State Department of Health, dusting, flaking and peeling residential 
lead paint is by far the most significant source of lead exposure to children.  Even 
in well-maintained housing units, some deterioration of paint occurs, and as the 
paint deteriorates, it is converted into dust-sized particles (NYS DOH 2005).  
Children that ingest these dust particles are at risk of becoming poisoned, which, 
in turn, causes irreversible harm to the child’s nervous system (City of Rochester 
2005b).  The City of Rochester and the MCDPH are both involved with the lead 
poisoning prevention issue and offer programs and initiatives to work toward pre-
venting further poisonings and protecting children.   
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4.7.1 Lead Exposure Pathways 
Lead is a highly toxic substance, and research has shown that children who are 
exposed to lead have a significantly higher risk of developing potentially long-
term cognitive, physiological, and behavioral problems.  Studies suggest that chil-
dren 0 to 6 years of age (zero to 72 months) are most susceptible to both lead poi-
soning and the effects of lead poisoning.  First, it is the period of the infant’s life 
(especially between the ages of 1 and 2) where they are often on the floor, crawl-
ing, teething, putting items and their hands in their mouth, all of which are poten-
tial pathways of lead contamination.  Second, it is during this period that children 
experience a “growth explosion” in the nervous tissue in the brain.  The combina-
tion of the high susceptibility and the higher likelihood of exposure creates a seri-
ous problem that has been documented in numerous medical studies and journals 
(www.atsdr.cdc.gov/tfacts13.html).  According to the National Safety Council, 
even very low levels of exposure can result in reduced IQ, learning disabilities, 
attention deficit disorders, behavioral problems, stunted growth, impaired hearing, 
and kidney damage.  At high levels of exposure, a child may become mentally 
retarded, fall into a coma, and even die from lead poisoning.  Lead poisoning has 
also been associated with juvenile delinquency and criminal behavior 
(http://www.nsc.org/library/facts/lead.htm).  
 
It has also been found that exposure to lead is also extremely dangerous for un-
born children.  Unborn children can be exposed to lead through their mothers.  
Harmful effects include premature births, lower birth weights, decreased mental 
ability in the infant, learning difficulties, and reduced growth in young children 
(www.atsdr.cdc.gov/tfacts13.html). 
 
During the past two decades, sources of lead and children’s total exposure to lead 
have been reduced due to the phase-out of leaded gasoline, lead-based paint, and 
lead from food and beverage cans, drinking water, and other sources.  However, 
children continue to be exposed to lead poisoning, and current research shows 
that exposure to even lower levels of lead is still harmful to young children (CGR 
2002).   
 
Public policies for dealing with the issue of lead poisoning in children are under-
going a shift, from taking action after a child has been exposed to lead (reactive) 
toward taking primary prevention actions (proactive).  This encompasses multiple 
initiatives, including the general reduction of lead levels in the environment, the 
maintenance of existing exposure points to prevent incidents of lead poisoning, 
and general education of families and the community.  
 
4.7.2 Distribution of Documented Lead Poisoning Cases 
As discussed in Section 2, for over thirty years, the MCDPH has operated the 
Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program to identify, provide care for, and 
track the progress of children exhibiting elevated blood lead levels.   
 

http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/tfacts13.html
http://www.nsc.org/library/facts/lead.htm
http://www.atsdr.cdc.gov/tfacts13.html
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Traditionally, the medical community has been concerned about children whose 
tests indicated blood lead levels of 20 µg/dL or higher.  In October 2003, the 
MCDPH changed their criteria whereby they enroll children into their program 
that have tested between 15 and 19 µg/dL twice within a year, more than three 
months apart (MCDPH 2005).  As discussed previously, scientific research has 
shown that lower and lower blood lead levels are harmful, and current research 
indicates that blood lead levels as low as 10 µg/dL can adversely affect a child’s 
health and development (CDC 2005), and further changes in program protocols 
are possible.   
 
Information on properties that the MCDPH investigated between 1993 and 2004 
due to reported/ identified lead hazards was obtained from the MCDPH.  A table 
of the MCDPH ‘s screening data is in Appendix D.  The data for 2004 was ana-
lyzed and subsequently mapped (see Figure 4-5).  Figure 4-6 is not meant to pre-
sent a comprehensive view of all cases of lead poisoning or high-risk properties; 
rather, it provides a general view of where lead problems have been reported and 
tracked in the city and any concentrations or areas of concern that may exist.  
From this assessment, areas that appear to have higher numbers of lead investiga-
tions by the MCDPH  include Beechwood, North Marketview Heights, South 
Marketview Heights, 14621 South, Edgerton, 19th Ward, Genesee-Jefferson and 
Plymouth-Exchange, and POD/CHAC/BEST. 
 
For this assessment, the MCDPH also provided their 2004 lead screening and 
testing statistics which include information on age, blood lead level results, and 
primary residence at the time of the test, for children under the age of 6.  The chil-
dren that were found to have blood lead levels above 10 µg/dL were then selected 
out of the data set received and were considered “at-risk” by MCDPH.  Based on 
address records, the residences of children under 6 years old who exhibited ele-
vated blood lead levels in 2004 were then aggregated by census block group and a 
corresponding map created (see Figure 4-6).  Some of the study area neighbor-
hoods where a high number of children who have elevated blood lead levels lived 
include North Marketview Heights, Edgerton, Beechwood, 14621 North, and 
14621 South. 
 
4.8 Historic and Architectural Resources 
The City of Rochester has compiled a comprehensive Historic Resource Survey 
that includes properties individually listed on or declared eligible for the State and 
National Registers of Historic Places or which are contributing properties in a na-
tional or local historic district.  Such properties are defined as “Designated Build-
ings of Historic Value” by the City’s Zoning Ordinance (Chapter 120 of the Mu-
nicipal Code).  A copy of the Historic Resources Survey is on file with the City 
Clerk. 
 
The City has formally designated properties as landmarks and Preservation Dis-
tricts and established regulations and procedures which ensure their character and 
integrity by controlling changes to such properties.   
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Rochester has eight preservation districts, encompassing just over 1,000 proper-
ties.  The districts were created by the City government to protect their historic 
and/or architectural character.  The eight districts are: 
 
1. East Avenue  
2. Mount Hope/Highland 
3. Grove Place 
4. Brown’s Race 
5. Corn Hill/Third Ward 
6. Susan B. Anthony 
7. Beach Avenue 
8. South Avenue/Gregory Street 
 
Along with its City-designated landmarks and preservation districts, Rochester 
has over 65 individual properties listed in the National and State Registers of His-
toric Places.  The majority of these properties (45) are located within the Center 
City and most were listed as part of the Inner Loop Multiple Resource Area nomi-
nation in the mid-1980’s.  The National and State Registers also recognize 13 his-
toric districts in Rochester, with seven located within the City Center.  National 
Register districts which include significant numbers of residential properties in-
clude:  Browncroft, East Avenue, Grove Place, Madison Square (Susan B. An-
thony), Mt. Hope/Highland, Maplewood, and Third Ward (Corn Hill). 
 
4.9 Air Quality 
According to the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
(NYSDEC) Region 8 Air Quality Index (AQI), Rochester’s air quality is rated as 
“Good.”  The AQI takes into account several criteria, including carbon monoxide 
(CO) and sulfur dioxide (SO2).  
 
Rochester lies in an area that is designated as in attainment for all criteria pollut-
ants (oxides of nitrogen [NOx], CO, SO2, lead, and inhalable particulate matter) 
except ozone.  An attainment area is one in which ambient concentrations meet 
national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS).  Except for ozone, no violations 
of state or federal air quality standards have been recorded at the NYSDEC moni-
toring sites located in Rochester.  
 
Lead levels in the air have not been monitored in the Rochester area for many 
years since the ambient background levels were found to be negligible after the 
switch to unleaded gasoline.  The closest NYSDEC monitoring station that moni-
tors lead levels is in Niagara Falls, New York (approximately 85 miles to the 
west), where the average level is approximately 0.02 µg/dL.  This level is about 
1% of the established level not to be exceeded (1.5 µg/dL) and is thus considered 
negligible in terms of hazard.   
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Figure 4-5
Properties where lead hazards were identified as a result of

an Elevated Blood Lead Investigation - 1993-2004

(Source:  Monroe County Department of Public Health, 2005;
City of Rochester, Lead Hazard Reduction Program, 2005))
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Figure 4-6
Children Exhibiting Elevated Blood Levels >= 10 µg/dL in 2004

(Source:  Monroe County Department of Public Health,2005; 
City of Rochester, Lead Hazard Reduction Program, 2005)
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Impact Analysis 5 
 
 
 
 
Section 5 outlines the potential impacts by resource area for each of the four pro-
posed alternatives outlined in Section 3.  Each alternative is analyzed individu-
ally, however, in some cases, due to the similarities between impacts, there are 
instances where an impact section will refer to a previously presented statement.   
 
5.1 Methodology 
In order to analyze the potential impacts associated with the four proposed alter-
native ordinances, several approaches were utilized depending on the resources 
area being examined.  For economic and housing impacts, a methodology was 
developed and assumptions were outlined based upon the data and information 
available prior to conducting the analysis.  This methodology is presented in Ap-
pendix C. 
 
For the human health impacts, the number of households, and more specifically, 
children potentially protected from lead exposure was the measurement between 
each of the four proposed alternatives.  This was determined by a topic-by-topic 
analysis of items outlined in each ordinance, and how the proposed ordinance ei-
ther helped or hindered the ability to identify, remediate/abate, and track lead haz-
ards in homes. 
 
5.2 Land Use 
Land use in the City of Rochester is densely developed with a characteristic range 
of urban-type land uses, with the predominant use in the city being residential.  
Implementation of any of the ordinances is not expected to significantly change or 
alter land use patterns in the City of Rochester.  Residential uses will continue to 
be the predominant land use in the City. 
 
The proposed action would be applicable to all residential structures City-wide 
that meet the specific criteria established in the final alternative ordinance that is 
ultimately adopted.  While there may be substantive obligations placed on prop-
erty owners that own residential property in the City of Rochester as a result of 
the proposed alternatives that are being considered, these obligations (i.e. lead 
hazard control activities) will be applied to the entire universe of land in the City 
and is not anticipated to have a substantive impact to land use in the City.   
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There is a chance under some or all of the alternatives proposed that there will be 
some residential housing units that will be abandoned as a result of the implemen-
tation of an ordinance.  This is discussed in more detail in Section 5.6 – Housing.  
It is noted that the risk of mass abandonment occurring will be minimal, and it is 
impossible to predict exactly how many homes will be abandoned in given areas.  
However, abandoned homes would potentially lead to changes in the land use of 
areas in the city to “vacant” status. 
 
None of the alternative ordinances proposes amending or modifying current zon-
ing regulations.     
 
There would be no significant impacts to land use in the City of Rochester under 
the No Action Alternative. 
 
5.3 Community Facilities and Resources 
 
Community Facilities 
There would be no significant adverse affects to community facilities and re-
sources resulting from the implementation of any of the proposed alternatives.  
None of the proposed alternatives would eliminate or displace any existing or 
planned future facility; in addition, there are no anticipated, indirect effects of the 
proposed alternatives because no population will be added to the area as a direct 
result of the proposed activities.  The basic ratio of current residents/population to 
the existing community facilities and resources will not be impacted by any of the 
proposed alternatives. 
 
Schools 
There will be no anticipated impact on schools with respect to the number of stu-
dents or stressing the current capacity of schools in the City of Rochester.  There 
is not a significant change in the school population anticipated under any of the 
alternatives, nor are there any anticipated impacts to the physical school in the 
City.   
 
Delivery of Municipal Services to the Community 
Proposed alternative ordinances will have varying degree of impacts on the deliv-
ery of municipal services, particularly relating to costs and technical ability to 
implement and administer the ordinance provisions.  Ordinances that require the 
City of Rochester to fully fund and administer this initiative will result in in-
creased costs that may affect staffing and/or the ability to administer other activi-
ties. 
 
5.4 Certified Lead Evaluation Firms 
In order to calculate the potential change in demand for lead-based paint evalua-
tion firms, assumptions on the number of inspections that could be performed 
must be made.  It was assumed that the following characteristics of lead-based 
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paint evaluation firms were reasonable based upon knowledge of firms in the 
area: 
 
1. There are 14 certified lead-based paint evaluation firms in the Rochester area 

(as noted in Section 4.4). 
 
2. There is an average of three workers employed at each of these firms. 
 
3. The workers can perform one inspection (unit) per day (including paperwork, 

setting appointment, sampling documentation, etc.). 
 
4. The employees work 5 days a week, 48 weeks per year. 
 
Based upon these assumptions, it was estimated that the current base of evalua-
tion firms can perform 10,080 unit inspections per year (14 firms * 3 inspectors * 
5 days/week * 48 weeks per year).  This constitutes the total supply or capabilities 
of lead-based paint evaluations. 
 
The total number of evaluations/inspections under each alternative was then esti-
mated in order to determine if the 14 certified lead based paint evaluation firms 
have adequate capacity to meet the potential demand for evaluations.  Census data 
was utilized to determine the number of housing units that would be evaluated on 
an annual basis.   
 
Under Alternative 1, housing units that would be considered affected properties 
and potentially subject to evaluation, would be those renter-occupied homes built 
pre-1980 plus owner-occupied units built pre-1960.  According to the US Census, 
this constitutes 82,880 units.  Assuming the “initial rollout” for the program under 
alternative 1 accounts for 50% of the total housing units, with the balance being 
accounted for in the following three years, Table 5-1 depicts the potential change 
in demand for lead-based paint evaluations. 
 

Table 5-1 Estimated Demand for Lead-based 
Paint Inspections under Alternative 1 

Year of 
Program 

Housing Units 
Inspected/Evaluated 

1 20,720 
2 20,720 
3 13,813 
4 13,813 
5 13,813 

Total 82,880 
 
Thus, under Alternative 1, there would be a need for an increase in the local ca-
pacity for lead-based paint evaluations in all years of the program, with approxi-
mately twice the demand in the first two years over existing supply. 
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Under Alternatives 2 and 3, a similar number of housing units would require in-
spection all rental units built pre-1980.  This amount is approximately 50,659 
units, based upon Census data.  Since the inspection process under alternatives 2 
and 3 is based upon the renewal of the Certificate of Occupancy, it is assumed 
that there will be an even distribution of certificate renewals each of the initial 
five years.  Table 5-2 depicts what the potential demand for lead-based paint 
evaluations would look like under Alternatives 2 and 3. 
 

Table 5-2 Es d Demand for Lead-b
Paint Inspections under Alternatives 
2 and 3 

timate ased 

Year of 
Program 

Housing Units 
Inspected/Evaluated 

1 10,132 
2 10,132 
3 10,132 
4 10,132 
5 10,132 

Total 50,659 
 
The potential demand for evaluations under Alternatives 2 and 3 are very clos
what the existing capacity for lead-based paint evaluation

e to 
 is locally.  With mini-

al additional hiring, the current base of firms would be adequate in handling the 
required in
 
In summation, Alterna
lead-based paint evaluation firms and additional hiring locally to adequately ad-
dress the increased ne rdinance implementation.  Alternatives 2 and 3 
would fully utilize current capacity and with minor hiring would be able to ac-
commodate the slight increase in demand. 
 
With respect to the No Action Alternative, there would be no significant impacts 
to community facilities or resources, local school capacity/enrollment, or certified 
abatement and evaluation firms. 
 
5.5 Socioeconomi
5.5.1 Population  
There will be no significant impacts to the local population related to any of the 
proposed alternatives.  Tem rary displacement of residents during lead hazard 
control activities may occur under each of the alternatives, however, there should 
be no permanent displacem t of residents or significa ts to population 
numbers.  Potential abandonment and related housing issues are discussed in Sec-
tion 5.6, however, due to the high housing vacancy rate in the City, it is antici-
pated that individuals would be able to find replacement housing within the City.  
There would be no significant impacts to population under the No Action Alterna-
tive. 

m
creases in work under Alternatives 2 and 3.  

tive 1 would result in a significant demand for additional 

eds from o

c 

po

en nt impac
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5.5.2 Economy, Employment, Poverty 
.5.2.1 Lead Inspections, Remediation, and Abatement 

Section 5.4).  However, it 

 

ections do not require a certified lead 

 lead paint inspections or risk assessments to 
tives 2 and 3, there will also be an increased de-

work.  These alternatives will allow property owners 

 

on under Alternatives 2 or 3, this may also trigger a more thorough inspec-
l capabilities do exist for the analy-

esources are 

need for an additional admin-
 

 

5
Under Alternative 1, there will be an increased demand for work done by certified 
EPA lead evaluation firms.  As stated in Section 4.4, there are approximately 14 
lead-based paint evaluation firms in the local Rochester area.  These firms will 
gain more business from the implementation of Alternative 1, and there is the po-

ntial for additional growth in this business sector (see te
is believed that due to the inherent insurance and liability constraints associated 
with lead hazards, in addition to the time and cost required to become EPA certi-
fied, this business sector is expected to only experience limited growth during the
initial time frame when it would be most needed.   
 

nder Alternatives 2 and 3, the initial inspU
inspector or lead-based paint risk assessor.  This will not result in as much busi-
ness to those professionals as under Alternative 1 because there will be less af-
fected properties and they will be evenly distributed over the course of five years.  

wners will be required to obtainO
rebut.  In addition, for Alterna

control mand for lead hazard 
to either perform the work themselves or use general contractors to perform the 
work, unless abatement work is performed and certified contractors are needed.  
 
5.5.2.2 Laboratory Analysis 
In addition to increased demand for certified lead evaluation contractors, there 
will also be additional work for laboratories to analyze dust and soil samples.  
Sampling is required for the clearance examination under all three proposed ordi-
nances, however only under Alternative 1 is laboratory analysis required during 
the initial inspection process (if “deteriorated paint” is found during a visual in-
pectis

tion, which involves laboratory testing).  Loca
sis of lead contaminants, however, to what extent these laboratory r
utilized depends on pricing and availability.  Some evaluation firms may choose 
to send their samples outside of the local area if they can receive a cheaper price 
or a quicker turn-around.  Alternative 1 would have the most significant impact 
on the number of samples and the amount of laboratory work necessary of the al-
ternatives.   
 
5.5.2.3 City Processing and Lead-Hazard Database 
Through the proposed development of a lead-paint hazard database, and tracking 
of the Certificates of Lead Poisoning Prevention Code Compliance and Certificate 

f Occupancy records, there may potentially be the o
istrative support position(s) at the City to handle this function.  Alternatives 1 and
3 have similar proposed database and tracking information associated with them, 
and it is anticipated that the level of effort would be comparable for both of these
proposed alternatives.  When weighed against the City’s current expenses, there 
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may be an increased need for staffing as discussed, however, following an initia
setup of a system of tracking, the level of effort for this task should be limited.
Alternative 2 however does not require management of as many data sets as Al-
ternatives 1 and 3, resulting in less of a need for resources for this task compared
to Alternatives 1 and 3. 

l 
  

 

me Improvement 
-
-

 
rs 

come and business for property management companies.  If the im-
lementation of Alternative 1 results in a cost too high for a landlord to remain in 

  will be discussed 
 

s for property management companies.  However, the 
plementation of Alternative 2 would not have as significant impact on the prop-

e 1 due to the additional 

 the economy, em-
loyment or income under the No Action Alternative, however, based upon stud-

 
5.5.2.4 Retail Spending on Ho
Another positive economic impact resulting from the implementation of an ordi
nance would be additional spending in the local retail market for home improve
ment supplies.  This would range from paint and other interim control supplies to 
replacement windows and supplies to renovate porches, stairs and flooring.  This
economic impact would be directly proportional to the number of property owne
performing lead remediation work.  Thus, it is anticipated that Alternative 1 
would have the greatest impact due to the highest number of affected properties, 
followed by Alternative 2, and then 3.  The no action alternative would have no 
significant impact on retail spending for home improvement. 
 
5.5.2.5 Property Owners and Property Management Services 
Potential adverse impacts associated with Alternative 1 include the potential loss 
of landlord in
p
business, their properties will either be sold or abandoned (this
further in Section 5.6).  This will negatively impact business and personal income
related to property owners and people in the property management business.  As 
discussed further in Section 5.6, estimating specific economic impacts with re-
spect to the number of potential property sales and abandonment that would occur 
would be speculative, as it will be the property owner’s perspective as to how 
they will handle the situation financially.  Section 5.6 provides an analysis of the 
potential costs associated with ordinance implementation that would be borne by 
the City of Rochester, as well as potential costs to property owners associated 
with each alternative proposal.  
 
Potential negative impacts under Alternative 2 include the potential loss of land-
lord income and busines
im
erty owners and management business as under Alternativ
costs associated with the requirement to use certified lead-paint inspectors and 
risk assessors during the inspection process.  Alternative 3 would have the least 
negative economic impact on property owners and management services due to 
most of the costs being the responsibility of the City.  In addition, the most lim-
ited number of housing units would require remediation work due to the stipula-
tion that children under six be living in the unit. 
 
5.5.2.6 No Action Alternative 
There would be no direct or measurable significant impacts to
p
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ies performed on the social impacts of lead poisoning, it has been proposed that 
 

ned 

d 
o a child’s need for special education. 

of 

-

pact the City’s receipt and use of tax revenue. 

r 
as a
paint inspector or risk assessor).  As discussed in Section 5.6, these additional 
osts could potentially have the highest impact on the rate of abandonment of 

yea t land-
rds would be able to recover and gain positive cash flow within the 10 years, 

hom be aban-
oned, and a direct linkage can be made between the number of properties occu-

pied and paying taxes, and the amount of property tax revenue the City of Roch-

there is a theoretical negative economic impact associated with not addressing the
lead poisoning problem in children.  This primarily takes the form of the follow-
ing topics (Korfmacher 2003): 
 
1. Lost future income – the relationship between elevated blood levels and a 

lowered IQ, which has been linked with reduced income earned over a per-
son’s lifetime. 

 
2. Health care costs – the cost of lead poisoning treatment for severely poiso

children (including monitoring and follow on treatment of the child) 
 
3. Special education – the link between childhood lead poisoning and lowere

IQ, which would contribute t
 
4. Criminal justice – the potential link between lead poisoning and delinquent 

behavior and violent crime, which would result in a societal loss for any 
criminal activity to prosecute, incarcerate, etc. 

 
5. State infrastructure for lead poisoning prevention – the cost to the State 

New York for subsidizing efforts to educate about, prevent, and respond to 
cases of childhood lead poisoning. 

 
6. Legal liability – the potential cost of litigation brought forth against munici-

palities. 
 
5.5.3 Tax Revenues 
Under Alternative 1, 2, and 3 there is a threat of potential abandonment of proper
ties due to the additional costs that will be incurred by property owners.  As dis-
cussed in Section 5.6 – Housing, there will be various cost differences under the 
selected alternatives, which will correspond to differences in the likelihood of 
abandonment.  These costs, and which entity is responsible for implementa-
tion/administration, will also im
 
Alternative 1 will result in the highest cost being passed on to the property owne

 result of necessary inspection requirements (using an EPA certified lead-

c
properties.  Although not specifically quantified, it is predicted that given a 10-

r horizon for recuperating one-time cost scenarios, it is anticipated tha
lo
resulting in a limited number of homes being abandoned.  However, a portion of 

es (most likely with problems beyond only lead-paint hazards) will 
d
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ester collects.  Thus, Alternative 1 could potentially result in the highest loss of 
perty tax revenue for the City of Rochester. pro

 
ith respect to Alternative 2, there will be less cost incurred by the property 

 
the 
the Certificate of Occupancy inspection, and do not require EPA certified lead-

aint inspectors or risk assessors unless, visually, there is reason to believe there 

 
nder Alternative 2, the reduced costs would mean it is potentially more eco-

ntal housing market for properties to be remediated un-

. 

 on 
ches-

e 
xaminations) under this alternative will be the responsibility of the City of Roch-

di-
he 
rect 

 

 a specific neighborhood more 
an others, because people will either only be temporarily displaced or are as-

er-

e 
– 

he triggering mechanism under Alternative 2 is the Certificate of Occupancy 
he 

W
owners/landlords due to the differing requirements with respect to performance of 

initial inspections work.  The initial inspections are done visually as part of 

p
is a lead-paint hazard.   

U
nomically viable to the re
der Alternative 2.  This will allow the City to collect taxes from more properties 
across the City and keep the property tax revenue higher than under Alternative 1
 
Alternative 3 would potentially result in the least amount of costs being passed
to the property owners, but the greatest cost being incurred by the City of Ro
ter.  This is because much of the costs (e.g., inspection, evaluation and clearanc
e
ester.  This will result in little fluctuation to the property tax collection for the 
City, however, will cost the City a portion of that tax revenue to pay for the ad
tional services for hazard control.  Due to the numerous factors involved with t
calculation of the taxes and potential services, it is difficult to determine the di
impact under Alternative 3 as it compares with the other alternatives. 
 
There would be no significant impacts to the taxes collected or the City revenue
under the No Action Alternative. 
 
5.5.4 Specific Impacts to Study Area Neighborhoods 
Under Alternative 1, a “targeted” lead code compliance program is proposed.  It 
is not anticipated that the implementation of Alternative 1 will directly or indi-
rectly impact the demographic characteristics of
th
sumed to remain in the same neighborhood in the rare occasion that they are p
manently displaced.  Alternative 1 may however impact housing and/or human 
health by specific neighborhoods, and those potential impacts are presented in th
table in Section 5.6 – Housing and, in general, for health impacts in Section 5.7 
Human Health. 
 
T
under City Code 90-16.  If implemented, this mechanism would evenly apply t
lead hazard initiative across the entire City, and not be concentrated in particular 
neighborhoods.  This would not target or impact one neighborhood of the City 
any more or less than another with respect to when inspections were required. 
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Alternative 3 is similar to Alternative 2, in that the Certificate of Occupancy un-
der City Code 90-16 is the triggering mechanism.  Thus, there will also be no im-
pacts to specific neighborhoods more than others with respect to inspections. 
 
There would be no significant impacts to the specific study area neighborhoods
with respect to demographic characteristics under the No Action Alternative.  
However, under the No Action Alternative, there may be neighborhood specific 
health impacts, and those are described in Section 5.7 – Human Health. 
 

 

.6 Housing  
 

dix C.  This includes the rationale for cost fig-
res, assumptions on property management finances, and other data associated 

were utilized to 
 

g 

he American Real Estate & Urban Economics Association 
(AREUEA) Journal. 

 

nding indicating that value was still realizable by market participants after the 

 
ompliance rate with the lead ordinance.  At least 95% of property owners com-

-
ity 

-

 the analysis used to evaluate the three alternatives was 

 

make any decisions on the financial position of individual property owners or 

5
As stated in Section 5.1, the general methodology and assumptions for the impact
analysis are summarized in Appen
u
with the housing market.  There were also previous studies that 
the extent they were relevant to this analysis, including two studies that had many
commonalities with this analysis with respect to potential impacts on the housin
market.  They include (see Section 8 for full citations): 
 
1. The Milwaukee Pilot Ordinance: An Evaluation of the Implementation Proc-

ess by the National Center for Healthy Housing 
 
2. The Effect of Lead Paint Abatement Laws on Rental Property Values, which 

appeared in t

 
It should be noted that in the AREUEA Journal article researchers determined that
laws developed requiring the removal of lead from residential properties would 
only infrequently result in abandonment of properties.  In fact, the study found 
that the more likely response by property owners was to sell their properties; a 
fi
lead ordinance was implemented.  The small likelihood of abandonment was at-
tributable to the added cost of lead hazard control being less than the value of the 
rental property.  Municipal officials in Baltimore noted an overwhelming large
c
plied with the program.  The study was completed in an urban setting where prop
erty values had been steadily declining during that time period, similar to the C
of Rochester (AREUEA Journal 1988).  The Milwaukee Pilot Ordinance was dis
cussed in detail in Section 2.4.1.2. 
 
For the City of Rochester,
designed using generally accepted economic and market appraisal principles, 
similar to methods employed in the studies mentioned above.  When dealing with
properties that potentially contain lead-based paint, it is important to remember 
that each property is unique and that no study can provide generalized informa-
tion that applies to all properties.  Further, it is neither feasible nor practical to 
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their specific personal decision making factors.  However, the analysis provides 
an indication of order of magnitude impacts based on actual market data and real 
state conditions in select areas throughout the City. 

5.6
.6.1.1 Owner-Occupied Housing 

cos  to the 
esti f single-family homes (classification code 210) by study 
rea neighborhood according to actual arm’s length sales compiled by the New 

t 

hreshold it is more likely that an owner would 
ke some concerted action with respect to the property, besides compliance with 

ost 

 POD/CHAC/BEST (27%), 

e
 

.1 Potential for Abandonment  
5
For owner-occupied units, the potential estimated one-time lead hazard control 

t under each alternative, which is assumed to be identical, was compared
mated market value o

a
York State Office of Real Property Services (NYS ORPS).  An arm’s length sale 
is a sale completed by a willing buyer and seller with full knowledge and withou
any undue pressure or duress to complete the sale.  One-time or non-recurrent 
abatement cost estimations are described in detail in Appendix C. 
 
The ratios of lead hazard control costs to market value provided an indication of 
which neighborhoods would most likely be impacted by any of the proposed or-
dinances.  Table 5-3 below presents the ratios calculated by neighborhood, and 
for ease of viewing, the higher ratios are shaded darker. 
 
In order to draw conclusions on impacts, it was assumed that a ratio above 20% of 
the estimated market value of homes in the study area neighborhood was deemed 
significant.  This is because at this t
ta
the ordinance (i.e., either sell or abandon) because it would take a longer amount 
of time to recoup the cost of lead hazard controls.  The study areas that were m
impacted were: 
 
■ Genesee-Jefferson/Plymouth Ex. (34%), 
 
■ Upper Falls (28%), 
 
■ Mayor’s Heights (27%), 
 
■
 
■ 14621 South (26%),  
 
■ North Marketview Heights (25%), 
 
■ Edgerton (21%), 
 
■ South Marketview Heights (21%), and 
 
■ Susan B. Anthony (21%).  
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Table 5-3 Owner Occupied Housing Summary Table 

Neighborhoods 

Ratio of Lead Hazard Control 
Costs to Market Value of 

Homes 
14621 North 16% 
14621 South 26% 
19th Ward 13% 
Atlantic-University 8% 
Beechwood 17% 
Charlotte 10% 
Cobbs Hill 5% 
Corn Hill 9% 
Culver-Winton-Browncroft 9% 
Edgerton 21% 
Ellwanger-Barry/Swillburg 9% 
Genesee-Jefferson/Plymouth Ex. 34% 
Homestead Heights 13% 
Inner Loop-Alexander 6% 
Maplewood East 13% 
Maplewood West 13% 
Mayors Heights 27% 
North Marketview Heights 25% 
Northland-Lyceum 14% 
Park Avenue 5% 
Pearl-Meigs-Monroe 13% 
POD/CHAC/BEST 27% 
South Marketview Heights 21% 
South Wedge 13% 
Strong 9% 
Susan B. Anthony 21% 
Unit Lyell-Otis 15% 
Upper Falls 28% 
Upper Monroe 8% 
Notes: 

1. Shading represents progressively higher ratios of lead hazard control costs to the 
estimated market value of the homes utilizing the following scale: 

<10%  
10%-19%  
20%-29%  

>30%  
Assumptions: 

1. All three alternatives use and average one-time lead hazard control cost of $7,500, 
which was estimated from two separate literature sources and confirmed through 
discussions with experienced landlords and municipal contacts (see Appendix C). 

2. The average market value of homes by study area was calculated using home sale 
data from the New York State Office of Real Property Services, and accounts for 
single-family homes (classification code 210), since this is an analysis specifically 
of owner-occupied units. 
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The im cal if lead-based 
paint hazards are found and lead hazard co at 
differentiates the alternatives is the number of affected owner-occupied housing 
units, and the o intenance costs.  For both of these criteria, Al-
ternative 1 will result in the highest degree of impact to ho ners for the fol-
lowing
 
1. Under Alternative 1, all owner-occupied residential units constructed prior to 

1960 are subject to regulation, whereas under Alternative 2 and 3 only those 
which require a Certificate of Occupancy or are the subject of a complaint are 
subject to regulation (see Section 5.7.1 for more inform

 
2. Under Alternative 1, there is the potential for additional ongoing maintenance 

costs associated with keeping a housing unit lead-safe that may not be appli-
cable under Alternatives 2 and 3.  Refer to Table 3-1 under the topic “Ongo-
ing ore details.  These costs were not in-
clu

 
In sum wner-occupied housing pre information de-
tailing the specific neighborhoods where the home owners will be most affected 
by the proposed ordinance under all alternatives (Table 5-3).  In addition, the sec-
tion describes how Alternative 1 will place the greatest burden on property own-
ers, thu ood of potential aband nt.  This aban-
donment would first occur in the neighborhoods where the ratio of lead-hazard 
control costs to housing market values is the highest. 
 
5.6.1.  
 
Metho ailable data related to the housing ma n the City of 
Rochester was first gathered and evaluated.  The data was used to estimate the 
potent using market based on the proposed ordinance alterna-
tives.  Using generally accepted economic and real property appraisal principles; 
a renta a cash flow analysis was conducted for each neighbor-
hood. nalyses were completed for a 10-year planning horizon 
and were based on the income method.  The income method discounts each 
neighbo t value, 
taking into account the baseline situation and the “with ordinance” implementa-
tion situation.  Each neighborhood’s pro-forma cash flow analysis used data on 
local rents, vacancy rates, num cu ied units and an estimate of the opera-
tional and maintenance expenses associated with maintaining these units. 
 
To assess the “with ordinance” situation, lead hazard control costs (both one-time 
and annual e costs 
to arrive
 

pacts across the three alternatives are assumed to be identi
ntrol measures are necessary.  Wh

ngoing, annual ma
me ow

 reasons: 

ation). 

 Maintenance Requirements” for m
ove. ded in the analysis ab

mation, this section on o sents 

s creating this highest likelih onme

2 Rental Housing

d.  Existing av rket i

ial impacts to the ho

l market pro-form
 The pro-forma a

rhood’s net income streams to arrive at a lump sum present marke

ber of oc p

recurrent) were added to the future operational and maintenanc
 at adjusted net income. 
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The analysis for rental housing evaluated the impacts on market value by assess-
ing the ability of property owners to pay for the one-time lead hazard control 
costs and annual recurrent estimated lead-related costs (such as inspections), over
a 10-year period.  Market value was measured by the sum of the present worth of
all future discounted annual net cash flows over the 10-year period. 
 

 
 

pecific Modeling Assumptions.  The 10-year horizon was chosen because it 

app
ring
vidually, utilizing neighborhood specific data such as average rent, number of 

ousing units, and renter vs. owner-occupied housing units, since these criteria 

 
To  
con -
nance expenses.  Operational and maintenance expenses were estimated at 60% of 
ffective gross income based on locally procured real estate information and as-

r-
alues.  

es annual rental income per neighborhood based 
nly on the number of occupied units. 

ter-

a-
s 

 be-
een study area neighborhoods and a general level of magnitude.  The values in 

S
was assumed that these properties are long-term investments and ten years was an 

ropriate period to forecast the absorption of one-time costs and analyze recur-
 costs.  The analysis was conduced for the 29 study area neighborhoods indi-

h
differ between each neighborhood. 

complete the pro-forma modeling exercise, additional assumptions were made
cerning the use of an inflation rate, discount rate and operational and mainte

e
sumptions based upon stakeholder interviews (see Appendix C for details).  A 
standard future inflation rate of 2.5% per annum was used to escalate future an-
nual rents.  No other growth rates were applied to either revenues or costs other 
than future CPI escalation.  In this respect, the modeling exercise can be consid-
ered conservative in the assumptions employed.  The choice of discount rate, 
10%, was based on a slightly lower rate than that used by actual local market pa
ticipants in their determination of capitalized market v
 
Effective gross income calculat
o
 
In calculating future lead hazard control costs per each neighborhood, it was as-
sumed that 100% compliance would occur each year.  This assumption was used 
to assess the full impact on market values from this added incremental cost 
stream. 
 
Results.  Table 5-4 presents the lead hazard control scenarios for the three al
natives and shows the measure of market value, the Net Present Value (NPV) of 
future cash flows over the 10-year period for both the with ordinance implement
tion situation (defined as “with”), and the without or baseline situation (defined a
“without ordinance”), the difference in value, and a ratio of the difference to the 
without ordinance scenario.  The ratio is provided to allow for comparison
tw
Table 5-4 are aggregated for all the rental units in the study area neighborhood. 
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Table 5-4 Potential Rental Housing Impacts (amounts in dollars) 
 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 

Net Present Value (NPV) With: 472,252,027 646,368,192 982,680,111
NPV Without: 1,011,924,625 1,011,924,625 1,011,924,625

Difference 539,672,598 365,556,433 29,244,515
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.53 0.36 0.03

14621 North 
NPV With: 26,378,765 37,848,704 60,003,320

NPV Without: 61,929,809 61,929,809 61,929,809
Difference 35,551,044 24,081,105 1,926,488

Ratio of D 3ifference to NPV Without 0.57 0.39 0.0
14621 South 

NPV With: 30,163,260 41,724,834 64,056,449
NPV Without: 65,998,328 65,998,328 65,998,328

Difference 35,835,068 24,273,494 1,941,880
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.54 0.37 0.03

19th Ware 
NPV With: 32,212,405 41,969,598 60,815,985

NPV Without: 62,454,801 62,454,801 62,454,801
Difference 30,242,397 20,485,203 1,638,816

Ratio of D 3ifference to NPV Without 0.48 0.33 0.0
Atlantic-University 

NPV With: 19,901,148 26,390,878 38,926,035
NPV Without: 40,016,049 40,016,049 40,016,049

Difference 20,114,900 13,625,171 1,090,014
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.50 0.34 0.03

Beechwood 
NPV With: 15,807,746 21,739,081 33,195,678

NPV Without: 34,191,904 34,191,904 34,191,904
Difference 18,384,158 12,452,823 996,226

Ratio of D 0.03ifference to NPV Without 0.54 0.36 
Charlotte 

NPV With: 15,193,842 21,141,181 32,628,690
NPV Without: 33,627,603 33,627,603 33,627,603

Difference 18,433,761 12,486,423 998,914
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.55 0.37 0.03

Cobbs Hill 
NPV With: 14,502,935 18,324,357 25,705,577

NPV Without: 26,347,422 26,347,422 26,347,422
Difference 11,844,488 8,023,066 641,845

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.45 0.30 0.02
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Table 5-4 Potential Rental Housing Impacts (amounts in dollars) 
 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 

Corn Hill 
NPV With: 8,166,681 11,632,987 18,328,287

NPV Without: 18,910,487 18,910,487 18,910,487
Difference 10,743 7,277 582,806 ,500 ,200

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.57 0.38 0.03
Culver-Winton-Browncroft 

NPV With: 22,380,482 29,650,168 43,691,840
NP 4V Without: 44,912,855 44,912,855 4,912,855

Difference 22,532 15,262 1,221,374 ,687 ,015
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.50 0.34 0.03

Edgerton 
NPV With: 29,326,100 41,284,402 64,382,312

NP 6V Without: 66,390,825 66,390,825 6,390,825
Difference 37,064 25,106 2,008,725 ,423 ,514

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.56 0.38 0.03
Ellwanger-Barry/Swillburg 

NPV With: 7,860,112 10,075,299 14,354,016
NP 1V Without: 14,726,078 14,726,078 4,726,078

Difference 6,865 4,650 372,966 ,779 ,062
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.47 0.32 0.03

Genesee-Jefferson/Plymouth Ex. 
NPV With: 14,788,243 21,289,347 33,846,475

NP 3V Without: 34,938,399 34,938,399 4,938,399
Difference 20,150 13,649 1,091,156 ,052 ,924

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.58 0.39 0.03
Homestead Heights 

NPV With: 5,058,175 6,911,424 10,491,046
NP 10V Without: 10,802,317 10,802,317 ,802,317

Difference 5,744 3,890 311,143 ,893 ,271
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.53 0.36 0.03

Inner Loop-Alexander 
NPV With: 5,858,521 8,522,141 13,667,023

NP 14V Without: 14,114,404 14,114,404 ,114,404
Difference 8,255 5,592 447,883 ,263 ,381

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.58 0.40 0.03
Maplewood East 

NPV With: 28,842,684 38,523,880 57,223,474
NP 5 58V Without: 58,849,525 8,849,525 ,849,525

Difference 30,006 20,325 1,626,841 ,645 ,052
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.51 0.35 0.03
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Table 5-4 Potential Rental Housing Impacts (amounts in dollars) 
 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 

Maplewood West 
NPV With: 11,132,528 14,692,914 21,569,933

NPV Without: 22,167,934 22,167,934 22,167,934
Difference 11,035,406 7,475,021 598,002

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.50 0.34 0.03
Mayors Heights 

NPV With: 2,570,536 3,778,949 6,113,044
NPV Without: 6,316,009 6,316,009 6,316,009

Difference 3,745,473 2,537,060 202,965
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.59 0.40 0.03

North Marketview Heights 
NPV With: 14,909,206 21,269,856 33,555,689

NPV Without: 34,624,022 34,624,022 34,624,022
Difference 19,714,816 13,354,167 1,068,333

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.57 0.39 0.03
Northland-Lyceum 

NPV With: 13,955,578 19,231,684 29,422,681
NPV Without: 30,308,855 30,308,855 30,308,855

Difference 1 16,353,277 1,077,171 886,174
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.54 0.37 0.03

Park Avenue 
NPV With: 48,440,649 62,722,664 90,308,914

NPV Without: 92,707,718 92,707,718 92,707,718
Difference 44,267,069 29,985,054 2,398,804

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.48 0.32 0.03
Pearl-Meigs-Monroe 

NPV With: 7,500,117 10,619,718 16,645,345
NPV Without: 17,169,313 17,169,313 17,169,313

Difference 9,669,196 6,549,595 523,968
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.56 0.38 0.03

POD/CHAC/BEST 
NPV With: 1 26,806,867 3,797,521 37,300,232

NPV Without: 38,474,381 38,474,381 38,474,381
Difference 2 1 11,667,514 4,676,860 ,174,149

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.56 0.38 0.03
South Marketview Heights 

NPV With: 4,695,387 6,841,932 10,988,066
NPV Without: 11,348,599 11,348,599 11,348,599

Difference 6,653,212 4,506,667 360,533
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.59 0.40 0.03
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Table 5-4 Potential Rental Housing Impacts (amounts in dollars) 
 Alt. 1 Alt. 2 Alt. 3 

South Wedge 
NPV With: 21,420,152 30,511,826 48,072,735

NPV Without: 49,599,771 49,599,771 49,599,771
Difference 28,179,619 1 19,087,945 ,527,036

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.57 0.38 0.03
Strong 

NPV With: 1 1 34,342,732 9,996,901 0,918,142
NPV Without: 3 3 31,867,815 1,867,815 1,867,815

Difference 1 17,525,083 1,870,913 949,673
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.55 0.37 0.03

Susan B. Anthony 
NPV With: 3,332,682 4,983,495 8,172,102

NPV Without: 8,449,372 8,449,372 8,449,372
Difference 5,116,691 3,465,878 277,270

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.61 0.41 0.03
Unit Lyell-Otis 

NPV With: 11,766,901 15,960,937 24,061,875
NPV Without: 24,766,305 24,766,305 24,766,305

Difference 12,999,404 8,805,368 704,429
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.52 0.36 0.03

Upper Falls 
NPV With: 12,817,233 19,463,489 32,300,982

NPV Without: 33,417,286 33,417,286 33,417,286
Difference 20,600,053 13,953,797 1,116,304

Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.62 0.42 0.03
Upper Monroe 

NPV With: 12,120,361 15,468,025 21,934,165
NPV Without: 22,496,438 22,496,438 22,496,438

Difference 10,376,077 7,028,413 562,273
Ratio of Difference to NPV Without 0.46 0.31 0.02
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tios between the difference and the without ordinance scenario.  For example, the 
total cash flow to landlords for the City of Rochester in the “without” scenario 

each of the thr es, no rnativ the le
of cash flow r the 1 d, foll rnativ
finally Alternative 3.  This mean e 10-y e total
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tive option for property owners.  Similarly, the ratio of the difference to the NPV 
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the data evaluated suggests that the rental housing market in the study areas is 
generally sustainable under the three alternatives.  In other words, market valu
can be expected to absorb and tolerate the incremental costs associated with im-
plementing a lead-based paint ordinance. 
 
In The Property Owners and Managers Survey (POMS) conducted in 1995 by the
US Census Bureau, it was found that the third most frequent regulation which 
makes it difficult to operate small rental properties (defined as less than five 

nits) was lead-based paint requirements (Sau vage 1998).  This supports the claim 

 

that the ordinances proposed in this GEIS run the risk of creating animosity and 
financial stress for property owners and creates the potential for abandonment 
within certain isolated areas of the City’s housing market.  However, as discussed
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previously, it does not appear that any of the alternatives will result in mass aban-
donment of housing, but Alternative 1 will put the largest financial burden on th
existing property owners.   
 
Potential mitigation measures that would serve to reduce the burden on prope
owners under all alternatives include such measures as making federal, state, and 
local funds available for lead-hazard control measures, aiding in the application
for grant money to perform work, and providing additional guidance on the best
ways to identify and control potential lead hazards. 

e 

rty 

 
 

rior to presentation of this analysis and drawing any specific conclusions with 

f 

 

 

-
will be documented, but individuals liv-

ing in them will not.  Thus, there is no way of knowing how many people po-

e-

 
The No Action Alternative would result in no change to the costs incurred by 
property owners or the City and would not directly impact the housing market. 
 
5.7 Human Health 
This section discusses potential health implications of three alternative ordinances 
that pertain to lead poisoning prevention for City neighborhoods.  
 
P
respect to which of the alternative ordinances will impact the most number of 
properties (and subsequently, have the potential to protect the largest number of 
people) there are certain limitations and qualifications that must be recognized 
and placed on this assessment.  As each of the ordinances as drafted states, the 
ultimate goal of the lead poisoning prevention ordinance is to protect the health o
the people in Rochester from lead-based paint exposure.  While each of proposed 
alternatives impact a different number of housing units, it should be noted that it 
is difficult to accurately predict the actual number of individuals whose health 
will be protected as a result of each alternative.  This is the case for the following
reasons: 
 
■ Transient nature of tenants.  According to meetings held with members of 

the Rochester Housing Authority, the City of Rochester and the Coalition to
Prevent Lead Poisoning, many low-income renters who reside in the housing 
potentially most at risk for lead exposure, move often.  Ultimately, the only 
way to protect against being exposed to lead in this scenario is to have all 
housing units free of any lead danger. 
 

■ Unknown number of those at-risk.  Under each proposal, housing units sub
ject to the provisions of the ordinance 

tentially at-risk of exposure to lead hazard there may actually be and no way 
to determine how many individuals may actually be protected by the code 
amendments. 
 

■ The presence of lead does not ensure exposure and dose.  The underlying 
tenant of toxicology is the dose/response relationship.  An individual must r
ceive a documented dose large enough to have caused any potential health 
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problem.  The environmental presence of lead does not ensure that individuals
living in these properties will actually receive a dose of lead.  Presence of lead 
is merely the opportunit

 

y to be exposed, does not constitute dose or lead-
poisoning. 

reasons (see Section 4.7.1)  
Due to the transient nature of the tenants, there is no way to ensure that indi-

-
 

lead danger). 

g prevention 
ordinance is to protect children less than six years of age from the dangers of 

e-
ld 

 ordinances with respect to impacts on human health, including an analy-
s of the number of impacted housing units potentially made lead-safe under each 

asp
crit  
hea  
crit  the 
form ponsibility for payment, etc.  Only 
those criteria that apply to potential lead hazards and have a potential affect hu-

n
 
5.7
Wh
is th n-
der each ordinance varies widely.  Construction dates (i.e. target housing includes 
all residential rental housing in the City of Rochester constructed prior to 1978) 

-
ing  
as a

 
■ Health consequences of individuals under six years old.  The majority of 

lead programs, initiatives, monitoring and treatment concentrate on children 
under the age of six.  Literature suggests that children in the 0 to 6 year old 
age bracket are most susceptible for a variety of 

viduals under six years of age will not be exposed to lead, other than to com
pletely eliminate the potential for exposure (i.e., all housing units free of any

 
■ Learning disabilities and other socioeconomic factors not related to lead 

poisoning.  The main purpose in establishing the lead poisonin

lead poisoning.  While there is no debate over the link between high blood 
levels and health problems in children (including learning disabilities), it 
should be noted that, although very serious, lead is not the sole reason why 
children experience learning deficiencies.  Invocation of a lead poisoning pr
vention ordinance, even with complete protection of at-risk population, wou
not completely eliminate other reasons for learning disabilities for some chil-
dren, such as their learning environment, involvement of parents in learning at 
home, and other health-related problems. 

 
As stated previously, one of the objectives of the GEIS is to compare the three 
proposed
si
alternative.  The discussion that follows thus will focus on the health-protective 

ects of each of the alternatives.  It has been determined that there are several 
eria in each of the alternative ordinances that do not have a material impact on
lth protection and/or the number of impacted housing units made safe.  These
eria are important, but do not necessarily impact human health, and include

ation of a logistics of notifications, res

ma  health are discussed below.   

.1 Affected Properties 
ile the stated purpose of each of the proposed lead hazard control ordinances 
e same, the number of impacted housing units potentially made lead-safe u

provide a measure of a defining characteristic of affected properties.  Target hous
 includes mixed-use (residential properties also with non-residential uses, such
 storefront) properties.   
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Alt
mo
properties (“target properties”).  Section 60—104(B) of Alternative 1 defines tar-

et housing as all residential rental housing in the City of Rochester constructed 
o   

“Ze
child who is 6 years of age or younger resides in or is expected to reside in such 
hou  
is a
not
 
In addition, Section 60-102(B)(2) of Alternative 1 provides language with respect 

 those housing units that will be required to obtain an examination stating 
 

the 
ard
tial  to 
imp ere 
mo
 
Alt
ing
city
the  properties may be made subject to 
ertain provisions if a complaint is made.  Thus Alternative 2 also has the poten-

 

-

ach of the alternatives contains provisions exempting certain properties from the 
pt properties include (refer to 

nless child under 6 is present (Alt 1) 

ernative 1 (Proposed New Chapter 60: Lead Poisoning Prevention Code) is the 
st wide reaching of the three proposed alternatives with respect to affected 

g
pri r to 1978, and all owner-occupied residential units constructed prior to 1960.

ro bedroom” housing, such housing is not considered target housing unless a 

sing, or is likely to play in or around such housing.  “Zero bedroom” housing
n efficiency or studio apartment, or any other unit in which the living area is 
 separated from the sleeping area.  

to
“…The requirement to obtain an examination will be triggered by notices sent by

City to owners of housing identified as the most likely to contain lead haz-
s.”  Because Alternative 1 focuses on housing built prior to 1978 and poten-
ly impacts a broad range of properties, and because it is tailored specifically
act those properties most likely to have the most dangerous conditions wh

st at-risk people reside, it can be considered the most health protective.   

ernative 2 (Proposed Amendment to Chapter 90 #1: Lead-Based Paint Poison-
 Prevention) refers to “Certificate of Occupancy” requirements and a specific 
 code (§90-16) and thus could perhaps be considered definitive with respect to 
number of affected properties.  Additional

c
tial to impact more properties than the number that actually present a legitimate
lead-paint hazard.    
 
Alternative 3 (Proposed Amendment to Chapter 90 #2: Lead-Based Paint Poison
ing Prevention) provides an additional stipulation over Alternative 2 in that it in-
cludes “properties owned/occupied by a party requesting a lead-paint inspection.”  
Accordingly, Alternative 3 is also broadly inclusive and could impact a larger 
number of housing units than the number that actually present a legitimate lead-
paint hazard in order to accomplish the purpose of the ordinance.   
 
5.7.2 Exempt Properties 
E
reach of the ordinances.  Examples of these exem
Table 3-1 under the “Exempt Properties” topic for details): 
 
■ Owner-occupied housing (Alt 1) 
 
■ State/federal housing for the disabled or elderly (Alt 1) 
 
■ Zero bedroom housing, u
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■ Dormitory housing (Alt 1)  
 
■ Institutional housing (Alt 1) 
 
■ Unoccupied residential property set to be demolished (Alt 1) 
 
■ Properties taken by a government entity in a foreclosure proceeding that are 

vacant and either (1) scheduled for demolition or (2) scheduled for sale within
12 months (Alt 2 and 3) 

 

 

.7.3 What is Required if Deteriorated Lead-based paint or Presumed 

s 2 
ng 

 
 

ompliance” is then issued for a six month duration [§60-105(C)(2)].  The clear-

n 
-free upon an inspection conducted in accordance with 24 

FR §35.1320; certification by a certified lead-based paint inspector or risk as-

-
s 

sk assessor 
at all lead-based paint and hazards have been identified, reduced, and con-

 in accordance with 24 CFR §§35.1320, 35.1330, 

en alternatives 2 
nd 3.  Alternative 3 states “…the Commissioner shall recommend hazard reduc-

n hich puts the onus and liability on the City 
easures.  Alternative 3 is also 

fying that dwellings 
ay be subject to a Notice and Order re-

 paint prior to 

5
Lead-based Paint or Other Lead-based Paint Hazards are 
Detected During Inspection? 

There are several differences between alternatives 1, 2, and 3, when a unit is 
found to contain lead-paint hazards.  Alternatives 1 is different than alternative
or 3 in that it requires the establishment of a plan for controlling the hazards usi
lead-safe work practices be put in place within sixty (60) days.  If the unit fails a 
clearance examination, a new plan requiring hazard controls shall be implemented
within thirty (30) days.  The “Certificate of Lead Poisoning Prevention Code
C
ance examination under alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are all comparable as noted in 
Section 5.7.4.   
 
Alternatives 2 and 3 [§90-55 and §90-56, respectively] have many similarities in 
that they both allow for the condition to be corrected by: certification by a certi-
fied lead-based paint inspector or certified risk assessor that the property has bee
determined to be lead
C
sessor that all lead-based paint on the property has been identified and removed 
and clearance has been achieved in accordance with 24 CFR §§35.1320, 35.1325 
and 35.1340; certification by the Rochester Housing Authority or other 
state/federal supervising agency that regulates an assisted housing program stat
ing that the property is in compliance with inspection and clearance requirement
and, if applicable, 24 CFR Part 35; and certification by a certified ri
th
trolled, and clearance achieved
and 35.1340. 
 
However, there are two major differences to be noted betwe
a
tio  activities to correct the hazard,” w
for adequate and appropriate lead hazard control m
the only alternative of the three that contains language speci
occupied by a child under the age of 6 m
quiring removal of deteriorated lead-based or presumed lead-based
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further activity.  For this reason, Alternative 3, assuming the transient nature of 
the most protective of the three with regard to 

Cle
sources of potential contact for children 6 and under. 

Altern ure in 
this co tion of information on potential hazards 

nsti-

t 

aser 

n-
d paint assessment prior to purchase. 

 

 

st 
re-

 
ntially be considered the most “health protective.”  Alternative 1 

specifies that a property is not exempt if a child 6 years of age or younger re-
rop-

the renters, could be considered 
addressing child lead exposure. 
 
The detail of all criteria discussed is specifically outlined in Table 3-1 under the 
same topic name as this section.   
 
5.7.4 Clearance Standards 

arance standards required for Alternatives 1, 2 and 3 are all comparable for all 

 
5.7.5 Disclosure and Other Requirements Upon Property Transfer 

ative 1 is the most comprehensive with respect to disclosure.  Disclos
ntext refers to the proper dissemina

to prospective buyers and/or renters.  Alternative 2 does not stipulate what co
tutes disclosure, but instead relies upon the requirements of existing federal stat-
utes and regulations.  More comprehensive disclosure could lead to more in-
formed decisions concerning property purchase or leasing, with the end result tha
fewer at-risk persons (children) are apt to reside in properties with harmful levels 
of lead.  Alternative 3 states that the seller or lessor shall disclose to the purch
or tenant the presence of any known lead-based paint or hazards in or around the 
transferable property, and they shall permit the purchaser a 10-day period to co
duct a lead-base
 
5.7.6 Summary of Alternatives 
For reasons mentioned above, it is very difficult to quantify an increase in the 
number of homes or persons, particularly children that may be protected by adop-
tion of any one of the alternative ordinances.  This is because there are so many 
variables that can impact the exposure and overall protection of the most at-risk
populations from lead poisoning.  Based on a comprehensive review of the ordi-
nances, the following key observations are made: 
 
■ Alternative 1 (Proposed New Chapter 60:  Lead Poisoning Prevention Code)

includes the broadest categories of houses targeted for assessment and poten-
tial lead hazards control work and because Alternative 1 allows for the fewe
exemptions, based on the broadest universe of potential structures and the
fore tenants who could be impacted, this Alternative has the widest reach and
could pote

sides in, is expected to reside in, or is likely to play in or around a given p
erty, therefore limiting an exemption for properties with the most at risk popu-
lation. 

 
■ Alternative 2 outlines a universe of eligible properties for inspection follow-

ing the renewal of the Certificate of Occupancy, however, does not specifi-
cally address those cases of housing units with children under the age of 6.  
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Thus, efforts and resources may be expended on properties with no children 
present and those homes with children under the age of 6 are not made a pri
ity. 

or-

s the greatest degree of overall reduction in 
potential exposure for the most at risk population in Rochester.  This is be-

istently addresses lead exposure issues for the 

that dwellings occupied by 
a child under the age of 6 are subject to a Notice and Order requiring removal 

v-

his 

-
  There is the potential for a 

gnificant impact on architectural and historic resources as a result of the pro-
pecific properties that require remediation.   

 
-

rior and interior of historic 
ructures or structures located within historic districts.   

It is  
be n
Pro
nate
the responsibility of the property owner to work through the appropriate channels 
to p
whi
 
Under the No Action Alternative, there will be no lead hazard control required of 

ouses in the City of Rochester, thus, there will be no significant impact to any 

 

 
■ Alternative 3 – Proposed Amendment to Chapter 90 #2: Lead-Based Paint 

Poisoning Prevention – provide

cause Alternative 3 most cons
target population (children age 6 and under).  Alternative 3 is the only alterna-
tive of the three that contains language specifying 

of deteriorated lead-based or presumed lead-based paint prior to further acti
ity. 

 
■ Under the No Action Alternative, none of the proposed ordinances would be 

implemented, and there would be no action taken to identify, remediate, and 
monitor lead-paint hazards in residential units in the City of Rochester.  T
would not make any progress towards the overall human health goal of reduc-
ing the incidence of childhood lead-poisoning.   

 
5.8 Historic Resources 
As discussed in Section 4.8, the City of Rochester has a significant number of his
torically important structures located within the City.
si
posed alternatives depending on the s
 
The alternative ordinances specifically address lead in residential housing, and 
mandated work on these structures may have an effect upon historic architectural
resources of the area.  None of the proposed ordinances mandate any physical ex
terior alterations to any historic structures.  However, there could be physical al-
terations (i.e. windows, porches, doors) to the exte
st
 

 difficult to determine the exact number or specific-type of properties that will
egatively impacted due to adoption of one of the three potential ordinances.  

perties located within designated Preservation Districts or which are desig-
d Landmarks would be protected from inappropriate alteration.  It would be 

roperly address any identified needs for lead evaluation and remediation, 
le adhering to the regulations protecting historic resources.  

h
historic buildings. 
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5.9
The
future development or traffic flow.  Therefore, there would be no changes to ve-

icular or pedestrian patterns as a result of this action.  Since the action would 

late
cha
 
As 
may
dist
and  
tem ry and localized generation of more particulate matter during demoli-

on/construction activities.   

“Le
form
sho
any

re will be no change to the general air qual-

 Air Quality 
 proposed action would not generate new development nor alter patterns of 

h
essentially have no change to traffic volumes or patterns, there would be no re-

d mobile-source air quality impacts, nor would the action result in any 
nges to existing stationary emission sources.   

a result of enacting this proposed law, more remediation and abatement work 
 be performed in a greater number of dwellings that will result in the overall 

urbance of greater quantities of lead-based paint or other material from walls 
 other surfaces that are subject to the code’s provisions.  This may result in the
pora

ti
 

ad Safe Work Practices Training” is available to mitigate potential impacts 
 lead paint hazard control work.  If proper procedures are followed, there 

uld be no adverse impact on air quality in the surrounding community from 
 of the alternative ordinances. 

 
Under the No Action Alternative, the
ity of the City.   
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r 
actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from indi-

idually minor, but collectively significant actions that take place over time.  It is 

 impact would be the combination of one of 
ese ordinances and any future ordinances, directly related to the city building 

e 
ipated to be minimal since the need for any future ordinances 

lating to lead-based paint is not expected.  The City of Rochester currently has 
no ordinances similar to the proposed.   
 
The proposed ordinances would also work to further the City of Rochester and 
Monroe County’s many initiatives and programs which are working to eliminate 
childhood lead poisoning.  The impact the proposed ordinance will have on these 
programs is expected to be beneficial to the community. 
 

6 
 

 
 
 
Cumulative Impacts 
 
 
 
 
A cumulative impact is an impact on the environment that could result from the 
incremental impact of the proposed action when added to other past, present o
reasonably foreseeable future 
v
also expected that the implementation of any one of these ordinances will pro-
mote the national and city goal of being lead-safe by 2010. 
 
One such example of a cumulative
th
code, that would affect the property owners and the housing stock of the city.  Th
impacts are antic
re
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, DOL, and OSHA 

d 

 Section 2.1.  The proposed ordinances 

mitment of certain human, material and financial resources.  En-
ergy resources, principally in the form or gasoline and electricity (nonrenewable 
forms of electricity) will be an irreversible loss during construction related to lead 
hazard control processes required by the proposed ordinances.   
 
The proposed ordinances involve the investment of public and private funds to 
bring the housing units in the City of Rochester in compliance with the ordi-
nances.  Over the long-term, portions of these funds will be recouped through the 
increase in property values; and the reduction of medical and other expenses 
linked to childhood lead poisoning.  The expenditure of these funds is deemed 
worthwhile because it will eventually lead to the elimination of childhood lead 
poisoning in the City of Rochester.  
 
In addition, the implementation of the proposed ordinances will require the use of 
labor from lead hazard evaluators and lead hazard control contractors.  Although 

 
 
 
Other Considerations7 
 
 
 
 
7.1 Consistency with Federal, State and Local Laws, 

Policies, and Regulations 
Federal requirements for lead-based paint have been outlined in the Lead-Based 
Paint Poisoning Prevention Act (LBPPPA), Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA), HUD Accountability statute, and several sections in the Code of Fede
Regulations.  These regulations govern the EPA, DOH, HUD
lead-based paint programs and practices.  State requirements for lead-based paint 
include provisions for public health, tenant protections, property maintenance an
lead poisoning prevention and control regulations.  Monroe County has provi-
sions in local law that provide for elevated blood lead level investigation.   
 
All Federal, State and Local laws, policy and regulations which are applicable to 
the proposed ordinances are described in
have been developed to be consistent with these statutes and regulations. 
 
7.2 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 

Resources 
he implementation of the proposed ordinances will require the irreversible and T

irretrievable com
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re
th
 
7.
Th
poisoning by 2010.  The proposed ordinances will pr
goal to become a reality.  There are adverse impacts 

roposed ordinances that cannot be mitigated.  Unavoidable adverse im

presenting an irretrievable commitment of human resources, the employment of 
ese resources will result in beneficial impact on the local economy. 

3 Unavoidable Adverse Effects 
e proposed ordinances are consistent with the goal to eliminate childhood lead 

ovide the foundation for this 
of the implementation of the 

pacts are 
efined as those that meet the following two criteria: 

 There are no reasonable practicable mitigation measures that eliminate the 

n-
g in-

he purpose of instituting one of the proposed ordinances is to reduce children’s 
 children 
 potential 

ergy 

 

ol 

p
d
 
■

impact; and 
 
■ There are no reasonable alternatives to the proposed project that would meet 

the purpose and need of the action, eliminate the impact, and not cause other 
or similar significant adverse impacts. 

 
The implementation of any one of the proposed ordinances would result in an in-
creased financial obligation for property owners who need to control the lead haz-
ards present in their units.  Although the costs of lead hazard control can be rather 
expensive, there are private and public funds currently available to property ow
rs that qualify for the funding.  The costs would be recouped by the resultine

crease value of the unit after lead hazard controls are completed. 
 
7.4 Growth-inducing Aspects of the Proposed Action 
T
exposure to lead-based paint in their homes.  Reducing the number of
exposed to lead hazards within their home would eliminate one of the
reasons for individuals choosing to live in homes in suburban areas around the 
city.  Thus, although there are numerous additional reasons determining where a 
family chooses to live, this ordinance has the potential to indirectly stimulate po-
tential residential growth within the city.  
 

.5 Effects on the Use and Conservation of En7
The implementation of the proposed ordinances is expected to have a minor im-
pact on the use of energy during lead hazard control processes.  The lead hazard
control processes require the use of nonrenewable sources of energy, mostly in 
the form of gasoline, electricity and lubricating oils.  The energy resources will be 
used for the construction and remediation associated with the lead hazard contr
processes.  Since the work will be done by private parties, the use and conserva-
tion of energy resources will vary by contactor. 
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A Proactive Approach to Childhood Lead Poisoning.  June 2002.  United States 
Conference of Mayors.  http://www.usmayors.org/uscm/resolutions/
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14621 (North) 
The neighborhood of 14621 (North) is located directly north of the city-core area 
and is home to 11,173 or 5% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods 
include 14621 (South) and Northland-Lyceum.  There are approximately 4,854 
households and 5,383 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are 
occupied, only 30% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is 
25% below the average for the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent more than half of the to-
tal population (58%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 37%.  There are 1,068 children under 6 years old living in 14621 
(North) according to the 2000 U.S. Census. 
 
It is estimated that 53% of the families in 14621 (North) are living below 80% of 
the MFI, and 17% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
14621 (North) were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in 14621 (North) is 
approximately $45,891, which is 14% below the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 17% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is nearly twice the City average of 9%. 
 
Population 11,173

Percent Black 37%
Percent Minority 58%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 43%

Housing Units 5,383
Households 4,854

Properties owned by Investors 60%
Owner Occupancy Rate 32%

Families 2,440
Families below 30% MFI 17%
Families below 80% MFI 53%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 5,221
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 1,041
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14621 (South) 
The neighborhood of 14621 (South) is located directly north of the city-core area 
and is home to 17,740 or 8.1% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighbor-
hoods include 14621 (North) and Northland-Lyceum.  There are approximately 
5,718 households and 7,040 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units tha
are occupied, only 31% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This
is 22% below the average for the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.

t 
 

   

 
 

e of 
%. 

Pop 17

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 82% of the total popula-
tion, with African Americans being the most heavily represented at 54%.  There
are 2,109 children under the age of 6 years old living in 14621 (South) according
to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 70% of the families in 14621 (South) are living below 80% of 
the MFI, and 35% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
14621 (South) were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in 14621 (South) is 
approximately $30,075, which is 43% below the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 29% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than three times the City averag
9
 

ulation ,740
Percent Black 54%
Percent Minority 82%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 51%

Housing Units 7,040
Hou 5seholds ,718

Properties owned by Investors 50%
Owner Occupancy Rate 31%

Fam 4ilies ,152
Families below 30% MFI 35%
Families below 80% MFI 70%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 6,866
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 2,032
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19th Ward 
The neighborhood of 19th Ward is located on the southwest boundary of the city 
and is home to 18,797 or 8.6% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighbor-
hoods include Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-Exchange and UNIT Lyell-Otis.
There are approximately 6,937 households and 7,667 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 54% are owner-occupied, with 
the balance being renters.  This is an owner-occupancy rate 35% greater

  

 than the 
ity rate of 40%.   

 1,768 children under the age of 6 years old living in 19  
ard according to the 2000 US Census. 

e 

ed 
-

 
55,146, which is 4% above the City average of $53,141. 

 
evels above 10 µg/dL , which is two and a half times the City average of 

%. 

Pop 18

c
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent the majority of the total 
population (74%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 69%.  There are th

W
 
It is estimated that 39% of the families in 19th Ward are living below 80% of th
MFI, and 11% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 19th 
Ward were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-bas
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is main
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in 19th Ward is approximately
$
 
It was determined that 23% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood
lead l
9
 

ulation ,797
Percent Black 69%
Percent Minority 74%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 22%

Housing Units 7,667
Hou 6seholds ,937

Properties owned by Investors 37%
Owner Occupancy Rate 54%

Fam 4ilies ,515
Families below 30% MFI 11%
Families below 80% MFI 39%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 7,506
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 1,741
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Alexander 
The neighborhood of Alexander is located directly in the city-core area and is 
home to 1,503 or 0.7% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods in-
cludes Upper Falls, South Marketview Heights, Atlantic University, Park Avenue,
Pearl-Meigs-Monroe and South Wedge.  There are approximately 991 hou
and 1,096 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 
8% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is approximately 
one-fifth of the City

 
seholds 

 owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   

 

n-

opulation 1,503

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent less than half of the total
population (40%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 30%.  There are 56 children under the age of 6 years old living in Alex-
ander according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 51% of the families in Alexander are living below 80% of the 
MFI, and 7% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Alexa
der were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based 
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is main-
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Alexander is approximately 
$54,953, which is 3% above the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 19% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than twice the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 30%
Percent Minority 40%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 21%

Hou 1sing Units ,096
Households 991

Properties owned by Investors 83%
Owner Occupancy Rate 8%

Families 183
Families below 30% MFI 7%
Families below 80% MFI 51%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 966
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 51
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Atlantic-University 
 
ds 

 

l 

c-
 greater than the City 

verage of $53,141. 

 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than 40% above the City average of 

 
Pop 3

The neighborhood of Atlantic-University is located in the eastern city-core area
and is home to 3,335 or 1.5% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoo
include Beechwood, Cobbs Hill, Park Avenue, Alexander and South Marketview 
Heights.  There are approximately 2,032 households and 2,257 housing units in 
the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 11% are owner-occupied, 
with the balance being renters.  This is approximately one-quarter of the City 
owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 20% of the total popula-
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 15%. 
There are 86 children under the age of 6 years old living in Atlantic-University 
according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 41% of the families in Atlantic-University are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 24% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units in Atlantic-University were built before 1978, meaning all have the potentia
to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how 
well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Atlanti
University is approximately $89,694, which is nearly 70%
a
 
It was determined that 13% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood
le
9%. 

ulation ,335
Percent Black 15%
Percent Minority 20%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 16%

Hou 2sing Units ,257
Hou 2,seholds 032

Properties owned by Investors 80%
Owner Occupancy Rate 11%

Families 345
Families below 30% MFI 24%
Families below 80% MFI 41%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,204
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 82
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Beechwood 
The neighborhood of Beechwood is located in the northeastern portion of the city
and is home to 7,750 or 3.5% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods 
include Homestead, South Irondequoit, Culver-Winton and Browncroft, Atlantic-
University, and North Marketview Heights.  There are approximately 2,786 
households and 3,316 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are 
occupied, only 31% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This 
22% lower than the City owner-o

 

is 
ccupancy rate of 40%.   

n 
S Census. 

he 

 was determined that 29% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

opulation 7,750

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent more the majority of the 
total population (70%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 58%.  There are 984 children under the age of 6 years old living i
Beechwood according to the 2000 U
 
It is estimated that 67% of the families in Beechwood are living below 80% of t
MFI, and 30% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
Beechwood were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Beechwood is ap-
proximately $43,950, which is 17% less than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than three times the City average of 
9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 58%
Percent Minority 70%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 30%

Hou 3sing Units ,316
Households 2,786

Properties owned by Investors 53%
Owner Occupancy Rate 31%

Fam 1ilies ,844
Families below 30% MFI 30%
Families below 80% MFI 67%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,525
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 966
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Charlotte 
The neighborhood of Charlotte is located at the northwestern tip of the city and is 
home to 8,829 or 4% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods include 
Greece, West Maplewood and East Maplewood.  There are approximately 4,031 
households and 4,260 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that ar
occupied, 53% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is one
third higher than the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

e 
-

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent only 10% of the total 

 is estimated that 32% of the families in Charlotte are living below 80% of the 

based 
in-

 was determined that 7% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

lation 8,829

T
population, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented 
at 5%.  There are 709 children under the age of 6 years old living in Charlotte ac-
cording to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
MFI, and 7% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Char-
lotte were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is ma
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Charlotte is approximately 
$71,366, which is one-third greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is 23% below the City average of 9%. 
 
Popu

Percent Black 5%
Percent Minority 10%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 23%

Hou 4sing Units ,260
Hou 4seholds ,031

Properties owned by Investors 41%
Owner Occupancy Rate 53%

Fam 2ilies ,056
Families below 30% MFI 7%
Families below 80% MFI 32%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,901
Est  Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing imated Number of Children 641
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Cobbs Hill 

 in 
 

r-occupancy rate of 
0%.   

der the age of 6 years old living in Cobbs Hill 
ccording to the 2000 US Census. 

e 

ain-
ately 

149,727, which is nearly three times the City average of $53,141. 

lood 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is less than half the City average of 9%. 

Pop 4,

The neighborhood of Cobbs Hill is located in the southeastern section of the city 
and is home to 4,020 or 1.8% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods 
include Culver-Winton, Brighton, Upper Monroe, Park Avenue, and Atlantic-
University.  There are approximately 2,224 households and 2,404 housing units
the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 44% are owner-occupied, with
the balance being renters.  This is 10% above the City owne
4
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent only 8% of the total 
population, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented 
at 5%.  There are 155 children un
a
 
It is estimated that 17% of the families in Cobbs Hill are living below 80% of th
MFI, and 3% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Cobbs 
Hill were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based 
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is m
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Cobbs Hill is approxim
$
 
It was determined that 4% of the children tested in the neighborhood had b
le
 

ulation 020
Percent Black 5%
Percent Minority 8%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 8%

Housing Units 2,404
Hou 2seholds ,224

Properties owned by Investors 49%
Owner Occupancy Rate 44%

Families 805
Families below 30% MFI 3%
Families below 80% MFI 17%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,265
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 152
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Corn Hill 
The neighborhood of Corn Hill is located near the southwest city-core area and is 
home to 2,655 or 1.2% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods in-
clude Genesee-Jefferson & Plymouth-Exchange and Mayors Heights.  There a
approximately 1,348 households and 1,440 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of 
the units that are occupied, only 25% are owner-occupied, with the balance being 
renters.  This is nearly 40% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

re 

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent more than half of the to-
 

 is estimated that 57% of the families in Corn Hill are living below 80% of the 

 was determined that 18% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

opulation 2,665

T
tal population (60%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily
represented at 55%.  There are 222 children under the age of 6 years old living in 
Corn Hill according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
MFI, and 25% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Corn 
Hill were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based 
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is main-
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Corn Hill is approximately 
$78,021, which is 47% greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is twice the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 55%
Percent Minority 60%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 29%

Hou 1,sing Units 440
Households 1,348

Properties owned by Investors 68%
Owner Occupancy Rate 25%

Families 489
Families below 30% MFI 25%
Families below 80% MFI 57%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 1,187
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 173
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Culver-Winton and Browncroft 

r-

te of 
0%.   

-
 

rs old living in Culver-Winton and 
rowncroft according to the 2000 US Census. 

azard 
ssed value of 

omes in Culver-Winton and Browncroft is approximately $72,742, which is 

 was determined that 10% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
bove 10 µg/dL , which is slightly above the City average of 9%

 
Pop 12

The neighborhoods of Culver-Winton and Browncroft are located northeast of the 
city-core area and are home to 12,213 or 5.6% of the City’s population.  Borde
ing neighborhoods include Irondequoit, Brighton, Cobbs Hill and Beechwood.  
There are approximately 5,515 households and 5,807 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 60% are owner-occupied, with the 
balance being renters.  This is 50% higher than the City owner-occupancy ra
4
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 19% of the total popula
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 13%. 
There are 994 children under the age of 6 yea
B
 
It is estimated that 33% of the families in Culver-Winton and Browncroft are liv-
ing below 80% of the MFI, and 6% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the 
housing units in Culver-Winton and Browncroft were built before 1978, meaning 
all have the potential to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a h
depending on how well the home is maintained.  The average asse
h
nearly 40% greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels a . 

ulation ,213
Percent Black 13%
Percent Minority 19%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 17%

Hou 5sing Units ,807
Hou 5seholds ,515

Properties owned by Investors 35%
Owner Occupancy Rate 60%

Fam 2ilies ,921
Families below 30% MFI 6%
Families below 80% MFI 33%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 5,639
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 972
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Edgerton 
The neighborhood of Edgerton is located northwest of the city-core area and is 
home to 13,069 or 5.9% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods in-
clude East Maplewood, POD/CHAC/BEST, and UNIT and Lyell-Otis.  There ar
approximately 4,921 households and 6,031 housing units in the neighborho
the units that are occupied, only 23% are owner-occupied, with the balance being 
renters.  This is 42% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

e 
od.  Of 

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent more than half of the to-

 is estimated that 73% of the families in Edgerton are living below 80% of the 

 

e neighborhood had blood 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is nearly three times the City average of 9%. 

069

T
tal population (59%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 38%.  There are 1,625 children under the age of 6 years old living 
in Edgerton according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
MFI, and 34% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Edger-
ton were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is main-
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Edgerton is approximately 
$30,092, which is 43% less than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 25% of the children tested in th
le
 
Population 13,

Percent Black 38%
Percent Minority 59%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 42%

Hou 6sing Units ,031
Hou 4seholds ,921

Properties owned by Investors 59%
Owner Occupancy Rate 31%

Fam 2ilies ,949
Families below 30% MFI 34%
Families below 80% MFI 73%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 5,900
Est  Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 1imated Number of Children ,590
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Elwanger-Barry and Swillburg 
of 

ncy rate of 
0%.   

-
.  

 old living in Elwanger-Barry and 
willburg according to the 2000 US Census. 

azard 
ssessed value of 

omes in Elwanger-Barry and Swillburg is approximately $70,916, which is one-

 was determined that 15% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
bove 10 µg/dL , which is two-thirds higher than the City aver

9%
 
Pop 4

The neighborhoods of Elwanger-Barry and Swillburg are located directly south 
the city-core area and are home to 4,724 or 2.1% of the City’s population.  Bor-
dering neighborhoods include Upper Monroe, Brighton, Strong, South Wedge and 
Pearl.  There are approximately 1,806 households and 1,925 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied 58% are owner-occupied, with the 
balance being renters.  This is 45% higher than the City owner-occupa
4
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 20% of the total popula
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 12%
There are 236 children under the age of 6 years
S
 
It is estimated that 43% of the families in Elwanger-Barry and Swillburg are liv-
ing below 80% of the MFI, and 14% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the 
housing units in Elwanger-Barry and Swillburg were built before 1978, meaning 
all have the potential to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a h
depending on how well the home is maintained.  The average a
h
third greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels a age of 

. 

ulation ,724
Percent Black 12%
Percent Minority 20%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 21%

Hou 1sing Units ,925
Households 1,806

Properties owned by Investors 36%
Owner Occupancy Rate 58%

Families 945
Families below 30% MFI 14%
Families below 80% MFI 43%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 1,860
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 232
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Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-Exchange 

-

 

ccording to the 2000 US Census. 

.  

6% below the City average of 
53,141. 

evels above 10 µg/dL , which is nearly four times the City average of 9%. 

The neighborhoods of Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-Exchange are located 
southwest of the city-core area and are home to 8,887 or 4% of the City’s popula
tion.  Bordering neighborhoods include Mayors Heights, Corn Hill, and 19th 
Ward.  There are approximately 3,261 households and 3,899 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 31% are owner-occupied, with
the balance being renters.  This is 22% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 
40%.   
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent almost all of the total 
population (96%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 92%.  There are 1,119 children under the age of 6 years old living in 
Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-Exchange a
 
It is estimated that 67% of the families in Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-
Exchange are living below 80% of the MFI, and 32% below 30% of the MFI.  
Essentially all the housing units in Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-Exchange 
were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based paint 
and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is maintained
The average assessed value of homes in Genesee-Jefferson and Plymouth-
Exchange is approximately $28,711, which is 4
$
 
It was determined that 34% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead l
 
Population 8,887

Percent Black 92%
Percent Minority 96%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 46%

Housing Units 3,899
Households 3,261

Properties owned by Investors 53%
Owner Occupancy Rate 31%

Families 2,078
Families below 30% MFI 32%
Families below 80% MFI 67%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,875
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 1,103
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Homestead Heights 
The neighborhood of Homestead Heights is located to the northeast of the city-
core area and is home to 3,685 or 1.7% of the City’s population.  Bordering 
neighborhoods include Northland-Lycum, Irondequoit, Beechwood, and Nort
Marketview.  There are approximately 1,464 households and 1,596 housing units 
in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 65% are owner-occupied, 
with the balance being renters.  This is more than 60% higher than the City 
owner-o

h 

ccupancy rate of 40%.   

-

in 

w 

ial 

t was determined that 20% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

opulation 3,685

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent more than half of the to
tal population (51%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 41%.  There are 384 children under the age of 6 years old living 
Homestead Heights according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 42% of the families in Homestead Heights are living belo
80% of the MFI, and 18% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units in Homestead Heights were built before 1978, meaning all have the potent
to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how 
well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Homestead 
Heights is approximately $55,094, which is 4% above the City average of 
$53,141. 
 
I
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than twice the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 41%
Percent Minority 51%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 25%

Hou 1sing Units ,596
Households 1,464

Properties owned by Investors 32%
Owner Occupancy Rate 60%

Families 920
Families below 30% MFI 18%
Families below 80% MFI 41%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 1,552
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 375
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Maplewood (East) 
The neighborhood of Maplewood (East) is located directly northwest of the city
core area and is home to 13,946 or 6.3% of the City’s population.  Bordering
neighborhoods include West Maplewood, Charlotte, Edgerton, and UNIT and 
Lyell-Otis.  There are approximately 5,200 households and 5,811 housing units in 
the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 42% are owner-occupied
with the balance being renters.  This is slightly more than the City owner-
occupancy rate of 40%.   

-
 

, 

.  

rage 
. 

%. 

1

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 37% of the total popula-
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 25%
There are 1,569 children under the age of 6 years old living in Maplewood (East) 
according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 42% of the families in Maplewood (East) are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 14% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units in Maplewood (East) were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential 
to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how 
well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Maple-
wood (East) is approximately $52,826, which is slightly below the City ave
of $53,141
 
It was determined that 15% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which two-thirds higher than the City average of 9
 
Population 3,946

Percent Black 25%
Percent Minority 37%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 20%

Housing Units 5,811
Households 5,200

Properties owned by Investors 47%
Owner Occupancy Rate 42%

Families 3,230
Families below 30% MFI 14%
Families below 80% MFI 42%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 5,688
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 1,543
   
 



 
 

B.  Neighborhood Descriptions 
 

 
02:002119_RH04_02-B1620 B-18 
R_Rochester DGEIS.doc-9/6/2005 

Maplewood (West) 
The neighborhood of Maplewood (West) is located on the western boarder of the 
city and is home to 5,373 or 2.4% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighbo
hoods include Greece, Charlotte, East Maplewood and UNIT and Lyell-Otis..  
There are approximately 2,421 households and 2,559 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 54% are owner-occupied, with the 
balance being renters.  This is 35% higher than the City owner-occupancy 
40%.   

r-

rate of 

its 

ll 

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 25% of the total popula-
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 16%.  
There are 531 children under the age of 6 years old living in Maplewood (West) 
according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 36% of the families in Maplewood (West) are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 6% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing un
in Maplewood (West) were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to 
contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how we
the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Maplewood 
(West) is approximately $58,392, which is 10% greater than the City average of 
$53,141. 
 
It was determined that 7% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is below the City average of 9%. 
 
Population 5,373

Percent Black 16%
Percent Minority 25%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 22%

Housing Units 2,559
Households 2,421

Properties owned by Investors 40%
Owner Occupancy Rate 54%

Families 1,351
Families below 30% MFI 6%
Families below 80% MFI 36%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,423
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 505
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Mayors Heights (a.k.a Changing of the Scenes) 

 

 in the 
 

-
S Census. 

 

 

is 

 was determined that 29% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

The neighborhood of Mayors Heights is located southwest of the city-core area 
and is home to 1,426 or 0.6% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods
include Susan B. Anthony, Corn Hill, and Genesee-Jefferson & Plymouth-
Exchange.  There are approximately 530 households and 670 housing units
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 23% are owner-occupied, with
the balance being renters.  This is nearly half the City owner-occupancy rate of 
40%.   
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent almost all of the total 
population (97%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 90%.  There are 106 children under the age of 6 years old living in May
ors Heights according to the 2000 U
 
It is estimated that 73% of the families in Mayors Heights are living below 80%
of the MFI, and 47% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
Mayors Heights were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Mayors Heights 
approximately $31,517, which is 40% below the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than three times the City average of 
9%. 
 
Population 1,426

Percent Black 90%
Percent Minority 97%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 50%

Housing Units 670
Households 530

Properties owned by Investors 56%
Owner Occupancy Rate 23%

Families 345
Families below 30% MFI 47%
Families below 80% MFI 73%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 607
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 96
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Marketview Heights (North) 
The neighborhood of Marketview Heights (North) is located directly north of the
city-core area and is home to 8,685 or 4% of the City’s population.  Bordering 
neighborhoods include Northland-Lyceum, Homestead Heights, Beechwoo
lantic-University, Marketview Heights (South), Upper Falls, and 14621 (South).  
There are approximately 2,905 households and 3,474 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 28% are owner-occupied, wi
the bala

 

d, At-

th 
nce being renters.  This is 30% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 

0%.   

he age of 6 years old living in 
arketview Heights (North) according to the 2000 US Census. 

ve 

of 
omes in Marketview Heights (North) is approximately $28,641, which is nearly 

s determined that 29% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than three times the City average of 

 
Pop 8

4
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent a majority of the total 
population (84%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 60%.  There are 1097 children under t
M
 
It is estimated that 76% of the families in Marketview Heights (North) are living 
below 80% of the MFI, and 47% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the hous-
ing units in Marketview Heights (North) were built before 1978, meaning all ha
the potential to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard de-
pending on how well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value 
h
half the City average of $53,141. 
 
It wa
le
9%. 

ulation ,685
Percent Black 60%
Percent Minority 84%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 53%

Hou 3sing Units ,474
Hou 2seholds ,905

Properties owned by Investors 56%
Owner Occupancy Rate 28%

Fam 2ilies ,109
Families below 30% MFI 47%
Families below 80% MFI 76%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,213
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 968
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Marketview Heights (South) 
The neighborhood of Marketview Heights (South) is located directly north of the 
city-core area and is home to 2,096 or 1.0% of the City’s population.  Bordering
neighborhoods include Upper Falls, Alexander, Atlantic-University, Beechwood 
and Marketview Heights (North).  There are approximately 763 households and 
900 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only
are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is about one-third of the 
City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

 

 14% 

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent a majority of the total 
e-

 is estimated that 78% of the families in Marketview Heights (South) are living 

 

 was determined that 28% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 

opulation 2,096

T
population (82%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repr
sented at 66%.  There are 246 children under the age of 6 years old living in Mar-
ketview Heights (South) according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
below 80% of the MFI, and 48% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the hous-
ing units in Marketview Heights (South)were built before 1978, meaning all have 
the potential to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard de-
pending on how well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of 
homes in Marketview Heights (South)is approximately $29,185, which is 45%
less than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than three times the City average of 
9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 66%
Percent Minority 82%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 53%

Housing Units 900
Households 763

Properties owned by Investors 71%
Owner Occupancy Rate 14%

Families 468
Families below 30% MFI 48%
Families below 80% MFI 78%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 731
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 182
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Northland-Lyceum 
The neighborhood of Northland-Lyceum is located directly northeast of the city-
core area and is home to 9,917 or 4.5% of the City’s population.  Bordering 
neighborhoods include 14621 (North), 14621 (South), North Marketview Heights
Homestead, and Irondequoit.  There are approximately 3,872 households and 
4,171 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 57% are 
owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is 43% higher than the City 
owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   

, 

-

w 
nd-

opulation 9,917

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent more than half of the to
tal population (53%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 34%.  There are 932 children under the age of 6 years old living in 
Northland-Lyceum according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 48% of the families in Northland-Lyceum are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 13% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units in Northland-Lyceum were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential 
to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on ho
well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Northla
Lyceum is approximately $51,963, which is 2% below the City average of 
$53,141. 
 
It was determined that 13% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is 44% above the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 34%
Percent Minority 53%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 35%

Hou 4sing Units ,171
Households 3,872

Properties owned by Investors 36%
Owner Occupancy Rate 57%

Fam 2ilies ,490
Families below 30% MFI 13%
Families below 80% MFI 48%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,970
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 886
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Park Avenue 
The neighborhood of Park Avenue is located southeast of the city-core area and i
home to 8,414 or 3.8% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods in
clude Atlantic-University, Cobbs Hill, Upper Monroe, Pearl-Meigs-Monroe, and 
Alexander.  There are approximately 5,024 households and 5,279 housing unit
the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 18% are owner-occupied, 
with the balance being renters.  This is less than half the City owner-occupancy 
rate of 40%.   

s 
-

s in 

.  

 

ity 
 $53,141. 

e of 
%. 

Pop 8

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 10% of the total popula-
tion, with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented at 5%
There are 232 children under the age of 6 years old living in Park Avenue accord-
ing to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 30% of the families in Park Avenue are living below 80% of
the MFI, and 10% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
Park Avenue were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Park Avenue is ap-
proximately $127,619, which is nearly two and half times greater than the C
average of
 
It was determined that 12% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is one-third higher than the City averag
9
 

ulation ,414
Percent Black 10%
Percent Minority 5%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 10%

Housing Units 5,279
Hou 5seholds ,024

Properties owned by Investors 77%
Owner Occupancy Rate 18%

Families 997
Families below 30% MFI 10%
Families below 80% MFI 30%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 5,207
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 227
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Pearl-Meigs-Monroe 

e 
upancy rate of 40%.   

the 2000 US Census. 

al 
 

-

opulation 2,105

The neighborhood of Pearl-Meigs-Monroe is located directly southeast of the 
city-core area and is home to 2,105 or 1% of the City’s population.  Bordering 
neighborhoods include Alexander, Park Avenue, Upper Monroe, Elwanger-
Swillburg, and South Wedge.  There are approximately 1,112 households and 
1,246 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 
17% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is less than half th
City owner-occ
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent one-third of the total 
population (31%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 21%.  There are 97 children under the age of 6 years old living in Pearl-
Meigs-Monroe according to 
 
It is estimated that 51% of the families in Pearl-Meigs-Monroe are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 14% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units Pearl-Meigs-Monroe were built before 1978, meaning all have the potenti
to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how
well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Pearl-
Meigs-Monroe is approximately $54,857, which is 3% greater than then City av
erage of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 20% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is more than twice the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 21%
Percent Minority 33%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 19%

Hou 1sing Units ,246
Households 1,112

Properties owned by Investors 73%
Owner Occupancy Rate 17%

Families 328
Families below 30% MFI 14%
Families below 80% MFI 51%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 1,180
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 95
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POD, CHAC and BEST 

 
y.  

ith 

al 
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e of $53,141. 

. 

The neighborhoods of POD, CHAC and BEST are located directly west of the 
city-core area and are home to 9,014 or 4% of the City’s population.  Bordering
neighborhoods include UNIT and Lyell-Otis, Edgerton and Susan B. Anthon
There are approximately 3,239 households and 3,936 housing units in the 
neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 28% are owner-occupied, w
the balance being renters.  This is 30% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 
40%.   
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent the majority of the tot
population (68%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre-
sented at 54%.  There are 978 children under the age of 6 years old living in POD 
and CHAC and BEST according to the 2000 US Ce
 
It is estimated that 65% of the families in POD and CHAC and BEST are living 
below 80% of the MFI, and 34% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the ho
ing units in POD and CHAC and BEST were built before 1978, meaning all have 
the potential to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard de-
pending on how well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of
homes in POD and CHAC and BEST is approximately $32,437 which is 39% be-
low the City averag
 
It was determined that 29% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which more than three times the City average of 9%
 
Population 9,014

Percent Black 54%
Percent Minority 68%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 44%

Housing Units 3,936
Households 3,239

Properties owned by Investors 54%
Owner Occupancy Rate 28%

Families 2,064
Families below 30% MFI 34%
Families below 80% MFI 65%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,895
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 970
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South Wedge 
The neighborhood of South Wedge is located directly south of the city-core are
and is home to 6,564 or 3% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods 
include Alexander, Pearl-Meigs-Monroe, Elwanger-Swillburg and Strong.  There
are approximately 3,363 households and 3,640 housing units in the neighb
Of the units that are occupied, only 21% are owner-occupied, with the balance 
being renters.  This is nearly half the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

a 

 
orhood.  

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent less than half of the total 
-

 is estimated that 66% of the families in South Wedge are living below 80% of 

ap-

 children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is nearly two and a half times the City average 

opulation 6,564

T
population (43%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repre
sented at 32%.  There are 491 children under the age of 6 years old living in 
South Wedge according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
the MFI, and 25% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
South Wedge were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in South Wedge is 
proximately $57,186, which is 8% greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 22% of the
le
of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 32%
Percent Minority 43%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 27%

Hou 3sing Units ,640
Households 3,363

Properties owned by Investors 72%
Owner Occupancy Rate 21%

Fam 1ilies ,233
Families below 30% MFI 25%
Families below 80% MFI 66%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,860
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 439
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Strong 
The neighborhood of Strong is located directly south of the city-core area and is 
home to 6,066 or 2.8% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods in-
clude South Wedge, Elwanger-Swillburg and Brighton.  There are approximately 
2,708 households and 2,808 housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that 
are occupied, only 33% are owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  Th
is 17% below the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   

is 

ing 

g 
t 

d.  

opulation 6,066

 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent 25% of the total popula-
tion, with Black or African Americans representing 9% of the minority popula-
tion.  There are 337 children under the age of 6 years old living Strong accord
to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It is estimated that 49% of the families in Strong are living below 80% of the 
MFI, and 9% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Stron
were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-based pain
and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is maintaine
The average assessed value of homes in Strong is approximately $76,969, which 
is 45% greater than the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determined that 6% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is one-third below the City average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 9%
Percent Minority 25%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 18%

Hou 2sing Units ,808
Households 2,708

Properties owned by Investors 63%
Owner Occupancy Rate 33%

Fam 1ilies ,019
Families below 30% MFI 9%
Families below 80% MFI 49%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,626
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 314
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Susan B. Anthony 

r-
 

-occupancy rate of 40%.   

d 

 2000 US Census. 

0% 

 the City average of $53,141. 

 
 

The neighborhood of Susan B. Anthony is located directly west of the city-core 
area and is home to 1,663 or 0.8% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighbo
hoods include Corn Hill, Mayors Heights, 19th Ward and POD, CHAC and BEST. 
There are approximately 617 households and 752 housing units in the neighbor-
hood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 18% are owner-occupied, with the bal-
ance being renters.  This is less than half the City owner
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent most of the total popula-
tion (93%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represente
at 86%.  There are 199 children under the age of 6 years old living in Susan B. 
Anthony according to the
 
It is estimated that 70% of the families in Susan B. Anthony are living below 8
of the MFI, and 50% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
Susan B. Anthony were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to con-
tain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in Susan B. Anthony 
is approximately $28,888, which is 46% less than
 
It was determined that 34% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood
lead levels above 10 µg/dL , which is nearly four times the City average of 9%.
 
Population 1,663

Percent Black 86%
Percent Minority 93%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 46%

Housing Units 752
Households 617

Properties owned by Investors 64%
Owner Occupancy Rate 18%

Families 349
Families below 30% MFI 50%
Families below 80% MFI 70%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 700
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 190
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UNIT and Lyell-Otis 

ccupancy rate of 40%.   

e-
 the age of 6 years old living in 

NIT and Lyell-Otis according to the 2000 US Census. 

T 
nd Lyell-Otis is approximately $50,291, which is 5% less than the City average 

t was determined that 11% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
bove 10 µg/dL , which is slightly above the City average of 9%

 
Pop 7

The neighborhoods of UNIT and Lyell-Otis are located directly on the western 
edge of the City and are home to 7,512 or 3.4% of the City’s population.  Border-
ing neighborhoods include West Maplewood, Edgerton, POD, CHAC and BEST 
and 19th Ward.  There are approximately 3,036 households and 3,262 housing 
units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, 56% are owner-
occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is 40% higher than the City owner-
o
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent less than half of the total 
population (40%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily repr
sented at 27%.  There are 738 children under
U
 
It is estimated that 50% of the families in UNIT and Lyell-Otis are living below 
80% of the MFI, and 16% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing 
units in UNIT and Lyell-Otis were built before 1978, meaning all have the poten-
tial to contain lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on 
how well the home is maintained.  The average assessed value of homes in UNI
a
of $53,141. 
 
I
lead levels a . 

ulation ,512
Percent Black 27%
Percent Minority 40%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 38%

Hou 3sing Units ,262
Hou 3seholds ,036

Properties owned by Investors 38%
Owner Occupancy Rate 56%

Fam 1ilies ,830
Families below 30% MFI 16%
Families below 80% MFI 50%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 3,015
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 682
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Upper Falls 
The neighborhood of Upper Falls is located directly north of the city-core area 
and is home to 6,362 or 2.9% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighborhoods 
include 14621 (South), North Marketview and South Marketview.  There are ap-
proximately 2,264 households and 2,637 housing units in the neighborhood.  O
the units that are occupied, only 14% are owner-occupied, with the balance
renters.  This is one-third the City owner-occupancy rate of 40%.   
 

f 
 being 

he minority populations in the neighborhood represent most of the total popula-

 is estimated that 80% of the families in Upper Falls are living below 80% of the 
 

ed 

ined that 32% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
ad levels above 10 µg/dL , which is three and one-half times more than the City 

opulation 6,362

T
tion (86%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily represented 
at 61%.  There are 770 children under the age of 6 years old living in Upper Falls 
according to the 2000 US Census. 
 
It
MFI, and 44% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in Upper
Falls were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain lead-bas
paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the home is main-
tained.  The average assessed value of homes in Upper Falls is approximately 
$26,793, which is half the City average of $53,141. 
 
It was determ
le
average of 9%. 
 
P

Percent Black 61%
Percent Minority 86%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 56%

Hou 2sing Units ,637
Households 2,264

Properties owned by Investors 72%
Owner Occupancy Rate 14%

Families 1517
Families below 30% MFI 44%
Families below 80% MFI 80%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 2,072
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 600
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Upper Monroe  
e 

 the City 
wner-occupancy rate of 40%.   

hildren under the age of 6 years old living in 
pper Monroe according to the 2000 US Census. 

omes in Upper Monroe is 
pproximately $92,344, which is 74% greater than then City average of 53,141. 

e 10 µg/dL , which is more than twice the City average of 9%. 

The neighborhood of Upper Monroe is located directly southeast of the city-cor
area and is home to 3,128 or 1.4% of the City’s population.  Bordering neighbor-
hoods include Elwanger-Swillburg, Pearl-Meigs-Monroe, Park Avenue, Cobbs 
Hill and North Brighton.  There are approximately 1,385 households and 1,487 
housing units in the neighborhood.  Of the units that are occupied, only 31% are 
owner-occupied, with the balance being renters.  This is 22% below
o
 
The minority populations in the neighborhood represent less than one-fifth of the 
total population (15%), with Black or African Americans being the most heavily 
represented at 9%.  There are 132 c
U
 
It is estimated that 32% of the families in Upper Monroe are living below 13% of 
the MFI, and 17% below 30% of the MFI.  Essentially all the housing units in 
Upper Monroe were built before 1978, meaning all have the potential to contain 
lead-based paint and could be considered a hazard depending on how well the 
home is maintained.  The average assessed value of h
a
 
It was determined that 19% of the children tested in the neighborhood had blood 
lead levels abov
 
Population 3,128

Percent Black 9%
Percent Minority 15%
Population over 25 without a High School Diploma 16%

Housing Units 1,487
Households 1,385

Properties owned by Investors 63%
Owner Occupancy Rate 31%

Families 518
Families below 30% MFI 13%
Families below 80% MFI 32%

Residential Properties Built Before 1980 1,470
Estimated Number of Children Under 6 in Pre-1980 Housing 130
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This appendix serves to outline the data sources, assumptions and methodology 
that were utilized for the Section 5.6 – Housing impacts analysis.  As an alterna-
tive to crowding the results presented in Section 5.6, the details were taken out 
and are included in this appendix for the reference of the reader. 
 
The impacts resulting from the potential implementation of the proposed alterna-
tives were evaluated under each alternative.  This involved input from various 
resources and several assumptions that provide the framework for measuring the 
magnitude of economic and housing impacts between the three proposed alterna-
tives and the No Action Alternative.  The resulting analysis weighs the alterna-
tives against each other with respect to program costs, housing values, rent, and 
potential for abandonment. 
 
Overall Framework 
The potentially recurring cost of inspections will differ between alternatives.  This 
is due to the lead-hazards identification processes being either based on the need 
for a Certificate of Lead Poisoning Prevention Code Compliance (under Alt 1) or 
being a part of the Certificate of Occupancy renewal with the City (under Alts. 2 
and 3).  It was determined under Alternative 1, that $500 annually would be re-
quired for ongoing maintenance and inspections.  No additional annual costs were 
required with Alternatives 2 or 3. 
 
The cost of potential lead hazard control measures for homes was estimated from 
interviews conducted with local stakeholders in addition to data obtained from 
previous studies.  The average lead hazard control costs for a typical home was 
approximately $7,557 ($8,140 in 2005) according to the CGR report (CGR 2002).  
According to a report published in 1988 by the AREUA, a project in Baltimore, 
MD estimated lead hazard control costs at approximately $3,815, which, inflated 
to current year dollars is equal to approximately $6,410.  According to a variety 
of interviews conduced with local contacts, and based upon the information from 
the two reports listed above, $7,500 was determined appropriate for average lead 
hazard control work.   
 
Owner-occupied housing 
The approach used for determining the impacts by neighborhood for owner-
occupied housing were to apply the cost of lead hazard control measures against 
the average market value of homes in the given study area.  It was assumed that 
the likelihood of selling or abandoning would be proportionately higher with the 
ratio of the lead hazard control cost to the home value.  The average market value 
of the homes were obtained from the NYS Office of Real Property Service and 
plotted onto a map of the City of Rochester.  Home prices in the defined study 
area neighborhoods will be aggregated and assumed the average for that area (for 
the owner-occupied analysis, only home with the 210 – single family, year round 
residence were used). 
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If the cost to address lead hazards exceeds an assumed percentage of the overall 
value of the house, it is assumed the owner will sell or abandon rather than pay to
bring the home within compliance. 
 

 

enter-occupied housing 

e.  

ther assumptions for calculation of the impacts on the rental housing market and 
: 

g 

. Houses with children Under 6 years old – This figure was important for Alter-

s. 

mated based upon census tract and neighborhoods.  This 
figure was then inflated to current year dollars from 2000. 

con-

R
For renter-occupied homes, a pro-forma model will be applied that examines the 
impact on landlords/building managers’ cash flows from the proposed ordinanc
The lead hazard control costs can be expected to raise annual operation and main-
tenance expense for some period of time.  The cash flow impact from these addi-
tional costs (i.e., a one-time hazard control renovation plus potential annual in-
spections) will be evaluated within spreadsheet based pro-forma model.  
 
O
property owners include
 
1. Operating Expense Ratio – The ratio of all expenses to the revenues received 

through rent.  This ratio was set at 0.6 for Rochester, which is above the na-
tional/regional average, but takes into account the stagnant housing market 
and the inability to raise rents due to high supply or restrictions from housin
programs. 

 
2

native 3 and was determined from the CGR study. 
 
3. Discount Rate – A discount rate of 10% was assumed based on historic trend
 
4. Average home values – the average home value data by neighborhood was 

calculated from the NYS Office of Real Property Service identical to the 
analysis for the owner-occupied housing. 

 
5. Local rent collected – The typical local rent was obtained from the U.S. Cen-

sus Bureau and esti

 
6. Vacancy – Only rent from the number of units occupied as of 2000 were 

sidered in the analysis. 
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Blood Lead Screening Data 1993-2004 (Children <= 6.00 years old at time of screen) 
Monroe County Total 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 

# Screened 11,480 20,399 19,285 17,972 16,161 14,566 13,619 13,697 13,259 13,537 13,708 13,746 
# Screened >= 10 µg/dl 3,563 5,680 3,710 2,959 2,284 2,046 1,698 1,293 1,179 1,234 1,019 900 
% Screened >= 10 µg/dl 31.0% 27.8% 19.2% 16.5% 14.1% 14.0% 12.5% 9.4% 8.9% 9.1% 7.4% 6.5% 
# with confirmatory lead levels >= 20 µg/dl 553 640 352 280 201 191 129 110 89 112 83 57 
% confirmed >= 20 µg/dl 4.82% 3.14% 1.83% 1.56% 1.24% 1.31% 0.95% 0.80% 0.67% 0.83% 0.61% 0.41% 
Source:  MCDPH  2005. 
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